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INTRODUCTION 


. _We: are bringing together in this volume some of the important 
writings of Lenin and Stalin on the national and colonial question. '. The 
selection of the extracts from their writings has been made with a view 
to helping the study and understanding of the Marxist-Leninist approach 
to and teachings on this very important question. 

Two of the basic works on the question, which have been included in 
this volume, are Lenin’s Right of Nations to Self-Determination and 
Stalin’s. Marxism and the National Question which sum up the essentials 
of the Marxist-Leninist approach to the national question. 

The Right of Nations to Self-Determination as. also the Discussion 
on Self-Determination Summed Up, was written in the background of an 
international discussion on the subject in which certain erroneous views 
were put forward by the Polish, Dutch and German Left-Socialists who 
were all opposed: to national self-determination. 

Mainly written in reply to Rosa Luxemburg, Lenin in The Right of 
Nations to Self-Determination explains the economic and political basis 
for the rise of nations and stresses that the right of nations to self-deter- 
mination means primarily the right of political separation of these nations 
from alien national bodies, the right to the formation of independent 
national: states ; that the working class party must resolutely defend the 
right of all nations to self-determination ; but while always supporting 
the.right of nations to self-determination, the working class opposes every 
striving for national exceptionalism and bourgeois nationalism. The 
national question in every case has to be approached and solved in the 
light of the particular circumstances of the case and in this connection 
Lenin examines the question in relation to Norway, Sweden, Poland and 
Ireland. A very important point which Lenin stresses is that to uphold 
the right of secession does not mean advocating secession in every case. 
While recognising the right, each concrete question of secession has to be 
cxamined from “the point of view of removing all inequality, all priveleges, 
all exceptionalism.” 

Finally, Lenin emphasises, for the working class, national. demands 
are subordinate to the interests of the class struggle, the recognition of 
the right of nations to self-determination entails for the working class the 
establishment of the strongest. international unity and solidarity between 
the working class of different nations. 

“Complete equality of rights for all nations; the right of nations to- 
self-determination ; the unity of the workers of all nations—such is the 
national programme that Marxism, the experience of the whole world. 
and the experience of Russia, teach the workers”, Lenin writes concluding 
the book. 

In The Discussion on Self- Determination Summed Up, Lenin explains 
that under imperialism national self-determination can be achieved only 
by overcoming immense difficulties. But that does not at all imply that 
revolutionary socialists should reject an immediate and most resolute 
struggle for this demand—that would only play into the hands of the 
bourgeoisie and the reactionaries. On the contrary, what they should. do 
is to rouse the oppressed peoples against every variety of national and 
colonial oppression, for full implementation of the right of nations to 
political self-determination. 

Lenin held that the internationalist education of the proletariat of 
the oppressor nations should centre around the demand for the right of 
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colonies and oppressed nations to secession. On the other hand, the 
socialists of the oppressed nations must advocate and implement unity of 
of the workers of the oppressed and oppressor nations. Without that it 
would. be impossible to uphold an independent proletarian policy and 
class solidarity with the proletariat of other countries. The socialists of 
the oppressed nations must under all circumstances combat national 
narrow-mindeness, egoism, insulation and aloofness. 

In The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-Deter- 
mination, Lenin deals with the national question as an inseparable, com- 
ponent part of the question of socialist revolution, its reserves and allies 
and declares the socialist revolution’s direct support of the anti-imperia- 
list struggles of the colonial and oppressed nations. 

Of exceptional importance today when all sorts of revisionist theories 
about the non-capitalist path are being spread in the name of Marxism- 
Leninism is Lenin’s formulation in his Report of the Commission on the 
National and Colonial Question to the Second Congress of the Communist 
International: “It is unquestionable that the proletariat of the advanced 
countries can and should give help to the working masses of the back- 
ward countries, and that the backward countries can emerge from their 
present stage of the development when the victorious proletariat of the 
Soviet Republics extends a helping hand to these masses and is in a posi- 
tion to give them support.” Instead of assisting the “working masses of 
the backward countries” as clearly directed by Lenin, the modern revi- 
sionists concentrate their efforts on helping the building of capitalism in 
these countries calling it the non-capitalist path. Lenin visualised the 
Soviet power giving aid to the masses in the backward countries holding 
power and enabling them to reach socialism without going through the 
stage of capitalism ; the revisionists have substituted for this the giving of 
aid to the capitalist governments of newly liberated countries and describ- 
ing it as the non-capitalist path to socialism. 

Stalin’s Marxism and the National Question (first published in 1913): 
develops the Marxist teachings on the national question on the basis of 
the entire experience of the national movement to that date. Stalin here 
gives the basic Marxist definition of a nation, demarcates the policy of the 
working class on the national question from bourgeois nationalism, and 
while stressing that the working class supports the right of every nation 
to self-determination, strongly opposes national separatist tendencies 
which can lead to the destruction of the unity of the working class 
movement, 

In the articles and speeches made by Stalin after the Great October 
Revolution, and included in this volume, Stalin develops the Marxist- 
Leninist teachings on the national question further, in.the light of the new 
situation and shows how a victorious socialist revolution correctly applies 
these teachings. i 

Some of the other extracts selected for inclusion in the volume deal 
with various deviations on the national question, a study of which arms 
the working class and its party to keep to the right path on this question. 

It is with the hope that the readers will find it helpful for their study 
of the national question and to equip themselves with the necessary essen- 
tials to apply these teachings to their own concrete conditions that we 
present this volume to them. 
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PART I 


Critical Remarks _ 
on the National Question’ 


1. Liberals and Democrats on the Language Question” 


On several occasions the newspapers have mentioned the report of 
the Governor of the Caucasus, a report that is noteworthy, not for its 
Black-Hundred? spirit, but for its timid “liberalism”. Among other 
things, the Governor objects to artificial Russification of non-Russian 
nationalities. Representatives of non-Russian nationalities in the Cauca- 
sus are themselves striving to teach their children Russian ; an example 
of this is the Armenian church schools, in which the teaching of Russian 
is not obligatory. 

Russkoye Slovo? (No. 198), one of the most widely circulating liberal 
newspapers in Russia, points to this fact and draws the correct conclu- 
sion that the hostility towards the Russian language in Russia “stems 
exclusively from” the “artificial” (it should have said “forced”) implanting 
of that language. 

“There is no reason to worry about the fate of the Russian language. 
It will itself win recognition throughout Russia,” says the newspaper. 
This is perfectly true, because the requirements of economic exchange 
will always compel the nationalities living in one state (as long as they 
wish to live together) to study the language of the majority. The more 
democratic the political system in Russia becomes, the more powerfully, 
rapidly and extensively capitalism will develop, the more urgently will 
the requirements of economic exchange impel various nationalities to 
sludy the language most convenient for general commercial relations. 

The -liberal newspaper, however, hastens to slap itself in the face 
and demonstrate its liberal inconsistency. 


“Even those who oppose Russification,” it says, “would hardly be likely to deny 
that in a country as huge as Russia there must be one single official language, and 
that this language can be only. Russian.” 


Logic turned inside out! Tiny Switzerland has not lost anything, 
but has gained from having not one single official language, but three— 
German, French and Italian. In Switzerland 70 per cent of the popula- 
tion are Germans (in Russia 43 per cent are Great Russians), 22 per cent 
French (in Russia 17 per cent are Ukrainians) and 7 per cent Italians 
(in Russia 6 per cent are Poles and 4:5 per cent Byelorussians). If 
Ttalians in Switzerland often speak French in their common parliament 
they do not do so because they are menaced by some savage police law 
(there are none such in Switzerland), but because the civilised citizens 
of a democratic state themselves prefer a language that is understood 
by a majority. The French language does not instil hatred in Italians 


* See V. I; Lenin, Collected Works, Moscow, Vol. 19, pp. 354-57, —Ed. 
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because it is the language of a free civilised nation, a language that is 
not imposed by disgusting police measures. ` 

Why should “huge” Russia, a much more varied and terribly back- 
ward country, inhibit her development by the retention of any kind of 
privilege for any one language? Should not the contrary be true, liberal 
gentlemen ? Should not Russia, if she wants to overtake Europe, pul 
an end to every kind of privilege as quickly as possible, as completely 
as possible and as vigorously as possible ? 

If all privileges disappear, if the imposition of any one language 
ceases, all Slavs will easily and rapidly learn to understand each other 
and will not be frightened by the “horrible” thought that speeches in 
different languages will be heard in the common parliament. The 
requirements of economic excliange will themselves decide which language 
of the given country it is to the advantage of the majority lo know in 
the interests of commercial relations. The decision will be all the firmer 
because il is adopted voluntarily by a population of various nationalities, 
and its adoption will be the more rapid and extensive the more consistent 
the democracy and, as a consequence of it, the more rapid the develop. 
ment of capitalism. 

The liberals approach the language question in the same way as 
they approach all political questions—like hypocritical hucksters, hold- 
ing out one hand (openly) to democracy and the other (behind their 
backs) to the feudalists and police. We are against privileges, shout the 
liberals, and under cover they haggle with the feudalists for first one. 
then another, privilege. 

Such is the nature of all liberal-bourgeois nationalism—not only 
Great-Russian (it is the worst of them all because of its violent character 
and ils kinship with the Purishkeviches), but Polish, Jewish, Ukrainian, 
Georgian and every other nationalism. Under the slogan of “national 
culture” the bourgeoisie of all nations, both in Austria and in Russia, are 
in fact pursuing the policy of splitting the workers, emasculating demo- 
eracy and haggling with the feudalists over the sale of the people’s rights 
and the people’s liberty. 

The slogan of working-class democracy is not “national culture” but 
the international culture of democracy and the world-wide working-class 
movement. Let the bourgeoisie deceive the people with various 
“positive” national programmes. The class-conscious worker will answer 
the bourgeoisie—there is only one solution to the national problem 
(insofar as it can, in general, be solved in the capitalist world, the world 
of profit, squabbling and exploitation), and that solution is consistent 
democracy. . 

The proof—Switzerland in Western Europe, a country with an old 
culture, and Finland in Eastern Europe, a country with a young culture. 

The national programme of working-class democracy is: absolutely 
no privileges for any one nation or any one language; the solution of 
the problem of the political self-determination of nations, that is, their 
separation as states by completely free, democratic methods ; the pro- 
mulgation of a law for the whole state by virtue of which any measure 
(rural, urban or communal, etc., etc.) introducing any privilege of any 
kind for one of the nations and militating against the equality of nations 
or the rights of a national minority, shall be declared illegal and ineffec- 
live, and any citizen of the state shall have the right to demand that such 
a measure be annulled as unconstitutional, and that those who attempt 
to put it into effect be punished. 
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Working-class democracy contraposes to the nationalist wrangling of 
the various bourgeois parties over questions of language, etc., the demand 
for the unconditional unity and complete amalgamation of workers of 
all nationalities in all working-class organisations—trade union, co- 
operative, consumers’, educational and all others—in contradistinction to 
any kind of bourgeois nationalism. Only this type of unity and 
amalgamation can uphold democracy and defend the interests of the 
workers against capital—which is already international and is becoming 
more so—and promote the development of mankind towards a new way 
cf life that is alien to all privileges and all exploitation. 


oy 


2. Is A Compulsory Official Language Needed ? 


The liberals differ from the reactionaries in that they recognise the 
right to have instruction conducted in the native language, at least in the 
elementary schools. But they are completely at one with the reaction- 
aries on the point that a compulsory official language is necessary. 

What does a compulsory official language mean? In practice, it 
means that the language of the Great Russians, who are a minority of the 
population of Russia, is imposed upon all the rest of the population of 
Russia. In every school the teaching of the official language must be 
obligatory. All official correspondence must be conducted.in the official 
language, not in the language of the local population. 

On what grounds do the parties who advocate a compulsory official 
language justify its necessity ? 

The “arguments” of the Black Hundreds are curt, of course. They 
say: All non-Russians should be ruled with a rod of iron to keep them 
from “getting out of hand”. Russia must be indivisible, and all the peo- 
ples must submit to Great-Russian rule, for it was the Great Russians who 
built up and united the land of Russia. Hence, the language of the rul- 
ing class must be’ the compulsory official language. -The Purishkeviches 
would not mind having the “local lingoes” banned altogether, although 
they are spoken by about 60 per cent of Russia’s total population, 

The attitude of the liberals is much more “cultured” and “refined”. 
They are for permitting the use of the native languages within certain 


limits (for example, in the elementary schools). At the same time they 


advocate an obligatory official language, which, they say, is necessary in 
the interests of “culture”, in the interests of a “united” and “indivisible” 
Russia, and so forth. 


“Statehood is the affirmation of cultural unity.... An official language is an essen- 
tial constituent of stale culture.... Statehood is based on unity of authority, the official 
language being an instrument of that unity. The official language possesses the same 
compulsory and universally coercive power as all other forms of statehood.... 

“If Russia is to remain wnited and indivisble, we must firmly insist on the political 
expediency of the Russian literary language.” 


This is the typical philosophy of a liberal on the necessity of an 
official language. ; . 

We have quoted the above passage from an article by Mr. S. 
l’atrashkin in the liberal newspaper Dyent (No. 7). For quite under- 
standable reasons, the Black-Hundred Novoye Vremya rewarded the 
author of these ideas with a resounding kiss. Mr. Patrashkin expresses 
“very sound ideas”, Menshikov’s newspaper stated (No. 13588). Another 
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paper the Black Hundreds are constantly praising for such very “sound” 
ideas is the national-liberal Russkaya Mysl5 And how can they help 
praising them when the liberals, with the aid of “cultured” arguments, 
are advocating things that please the Novoye Vremya people so much ? 


Russian is a great and mighty language, the liberals tell us. Don’t 


you want everybody who lives in the border regions of Russia to know 
this great and mighty language ? Don’t you see that the Russian lan- 
guage will enrich the literature of the non-Russians, put great treasures 
of culture within their reach, and so forth ? 

That is all true, gentlemen, we say in reply to the liberals. We 
know better than you do that the language of Turgenev, Tolstoy, Dobro- 
lyubov and Chernyshevsky is a great and mighty one. We desire more 
than you do that the closest possible intercourse and fraternal unity 
should be established between the oppressed classes of all the nations 
that inhabit Russia, without.any discrimination. And we, of course, are 
in favour of every inhabitant of Russia having the opportunily to learn 
the great Russian language. 

What we do not want is the element of coercion. We do not want 
to have people driven into paradise with a cudgel; for no matter how 
many fine phrases about “culture” you may utter, a compulsory official 
language involves coercion, the use of the cudgel. We do not think that 
the great and mighty Russian language needs anyone having to study it 
by sheer compulsion. We are convinced that the development of capital- 
ism in Russia, and the whole course of social life in general, are tending 
to bring all nations closer together. Hundreds of thousands of people are 
moving from one end of Russia to another ; the different national popula- 
lions are intermingling ; exclusiveness and national conservatism must 
disappear. People whose conditions of life and work make it necessary 
for them to know the Russian language will learn it without being forced 
to do so. But coercion (the cudgel) will have only one result: it will 
hinder the great and mighty Russian language from spreading to other 
national groups, and, most important of all, it will sharpen antagonism, 
cause friction in a million new forms, increase resentment, mutual 
misunderstanding, and so on. 

Who wants that sort of thing? Not the Russian people, not the 
Russian democrats. They do not recognise national oppression in any 
jorm, even in “the interests of Russian culture and statehood”. 

That is why Rusian Marxists say that there must be no compulsory 
official language, that the population must be provided with schools where 
leaching will be carried on in all the local languages, that a fundamental 
jaw must be introduced in the constitution declariug invalid all privileges 
of any one nation and all violations of the rights of national minorities. 


3. “National Culture” 


..The elements of democratic and socialist culture are present, if 
only in rudimentary form, in every national culture, since in every nation 
there are toiling and exploited masses, whose conditions of life inevitably 
give rise to the ideology of democracy and socialism. But every nation 
also possesses a bourgeois culture (and most nations a reactionary and 
- clerical culture as well) in the form, not merely of “elements”, but of the 
dominant culture. Therefore, the general “national culture” is the cul- 
lure of the landlords, the clergy and the bourgeoisie. This fundamental 
and, for a Marxist, elementary truth was kept in the background by the 


or 
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Bundist, who “drowned” it in his jumble of words, i.e., instead of reveal- 
ing and clarifying the class gulf to the reader, he in fact obscured it. In 
fact, the Bundist acted like a bourgeois, whose every interest requires the 
spreading of a belief in a non-class national culture. 

In advancing the slogan of “the international culture of democracy 
and of the world working-class movement”, we take from each national 
culture only its democratic and socialist elements; we take them only 
and absolutely in opposition to the bourgeois culture and the bourgeois 
nationalism of each nation. No democrat, and certainly no Marxist, 
denies that all languages should have equal status, or that it is necessary 
to polemise with one’s “native” bourgeoisie in one’s native language and 
to advocate anti-clerical or anti-bourgeois ideas among one’s “native” 
peasantry and petty bourgeoisie. That goes without saying, but the 
Bundist uses these indisputable truths to obscure the point in dispute, i.c., 
the real issue. 

The question is whether it is permissible for a Marxist, directly or 
indirectly, to advance the slogan of national culture, or whether he 
should oppose it by advocating, in all languages, the slogan of workers’ 
internationalism while “adapting” himself to all local and national 
features. 

The significance of the “national culture” slogan is not determined 
by some petty intellectual’s promise’ or good intention, to “interpret” it 
as “meaning the development through it of an international culture”. It 
would be puerile subjectivism to look at it in that way. The significance 
of the slogan of national culture is determined by the objective align- 
ment of all classes in a given country, and in all countries of the world. 
The national culture of the bourgeoisie is a fact (and, I repeat, the bour- 
zcoisie everywhere enters into deals with the landed proprietors and the 
clergy). Aggressive bourgeois nationalism, which drugs the minds of the 
workers, stultifies and disunites them in order that the bourgeoisie may 


lead them by the halter-—such is the fundamental fact of the times. 


Those who seek to serve the proletariat must unite the workers of 
all nalions, and unswervingly fight bourgeois nationalism, domestic and 
foreign. The place of those who advocate the slogan of national culture 
is among the nationalist pelty bourgeois, not among the Marxists. 

Take a concrete example. Can a Great-Russian Marxist accept the 
slogan of national, Great-Russian, culture? No, he cannot. Anyone 
who docs that should stand in the ranks of the nationalists, not of the 
Marxists. Our task is to fight the dominant, Black-Hundred and bour- 
geois national culture of the Great Russians, and to develop, exclusively 
in the internationalist spirit and in the closest alliance with the workers 
of other countries, the rudiments also existing in the history of our 
democratic and working-class movement. Fight your own Great-Russian 
landlords and bourgeoisie, fight their “culture” in the name of interna- 
tionalism, and, in so fighting, “adapt” yourself to the special features of 
the Purishkeviches and Struves—that is your task, not preaching or 
tolerating the slogan of national culture. 

The same applies to the most oppressed and persecuted nation—the 
Jews. Jewish national culture is the slogan of the rabbis and the bour- 
geoisie, the slogan of our enemies. But there are other elements in 
Jewish culture and in Jewish history as a whole. Of the ten and a half 
million Jews in the world, somewhat over a half live in Galicia and Rus- 
sia, backward and semi-barbarous countries, where the Jews are forcibly 
kept in the status of a caste. The other half lives in the civilised world, 
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and there the Jews do not live as a segregated caste. There the great 
world-progressive features of Jewish culture stand clearly revealed: its 
internationalism, its identification with the advanced movements of the 
cpoch (the percentage of Jews in the democratic and proletarian move- 
ments is everywhere higher than the percentage of Jews among the 
population). 

Whoever, directly or indirectly, puts forward the slogan of Jewish 
“national culture” is (whatever his good intentions may be) an enemy 
of the proletariat, a supporter of all that is outmoded and connected with 
caste among the Jewish people; he is an accomplice of the rabbis and 
the bourgeoisic. On the other hand, those Jewish Marxists who mingle 
with the Russian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian and other workers in interna- 
tional Marxist organisations, and make their contribution (both in Rus- 
sian and in Yiddish) towards creating the international culture of the 
working-class movemeut—those Jews, despite the separatism of the 
Bund, uphold the best traditions of Jewry by fighting the slogan of 
national culture”. 

Bourgeois nationalism and proletarian internationalism—these arc 
the two irreconcilably hostile slogans that correspond to the two great 
class camps throughout the capitalist world, and express the two policies 


(nay, the two world outlooks) in the national question. In advocating | 


the slogan of national culture and building up on it an entire plan and 
practical programme of what they call “cultural-national autonomy”, the 
ae are in effect instruments of bourgeois nationalism among the 
workers. 


4. The Nationalist Bogey of “Assimilation” 


The question of assimilation, i.e., of the shedding of national features, 
and absorption by another nation, strikingly illustrates the consequences 
of the nationalist vacillations of the Bundists and their fellow thinkers. ... 

Developing capitalism knows two historical tendencies in the national 
question. The first is the awakening of national life and national 
movements, the struggle against all national oppression, and the creation 
of national states. The second is the development and growing frequency 
of international intercourse in every form, the break-down of national 
barriers, the creation of the international unity of capital, of economic life 
in general, of politics, science, etc. i 

Both tendencies are a universal law of capitalism. The former 
predominates in the beginning of its development, the latter characterises 
a mature capitalism that is moving towards its transformation into social- 
ist society. The Marxists’ national programme takes both tendencies 
into account, and advocates, firstly, the equality of nations and languages 
and the impermissibility of all privileges in this respect (and also the right 
of nations to self-determination, with which we shall deal separately 
later) ; secondly, the principle of internationalism and uncompromising 
struggle against contamination of the proletariat with bourgeois national- 
ism, even of the most refined kind. ... ' 

...What is left is capitalism’s world-historical tendency to break 
down national barriers, obliterate national distinctions, and to assimilate 
uations—a tendency which manifests itself more and more powerfully 
with every passing decade, and is one of the greatest driving forces trans- 
forming capitalism into socialism. 

Whoever does not recognise and champion the equality of nations 
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and languages, and does not fight against all national oppression or 
inequality, is not a Marxist; he is not even a democrat. That is beyond 
doubt. But it is also beyond doubt that the pseudo-Marxist who heaps 
abuse upon a Marxist of another nation for being an “assimilator” is 
simply a nationalist philistine. In this unhandsome category of people 
are all the Bundists and (as we shall shortly see) Ukrainian nationalist- 
socialists such as L. Yurkevich, Dontsov and Co. ... 


A rough idea of the scale which the general process of assimilation 
of nations is assuming under the present conditions of advanced capital- 
ism may be obtained, for example, from the immigration statistics of 
the United States of America. During the decade between 1891-1900, 
Europe sent 3,760,000 people there, and during the nine years between 
1901 and 1909, 7,200,000. The 1900 census in the United States recorded 
over 10,000,000 foreigners. New York State, in which, according to the 
same census there were over 78,000 Austrians, 136,000 Englishmen, 
20,000 Frenchmen, 480,000 Germans, 37,000 Hungarians, 425,000 Irish, 
182,000 Italians, 70,000 Poles, 166,000 people from Russia (mostly Jews), 
43,000 Swedes, etc., grinds down. national distinctions. And what is tak- 
ing place on a grand, international scale in New York is also to be seen 
in every big city and industrial township. ; 

No one unobsessed by nationalist prejudices can fail to perceive that 
this process of assimilation of nations by capitalism means the greatest 
historical progress, the breakdown of hidebound national conservatism in 
the various backwoods, especially in backward countries like Russia. 


Take Russia and the attitude of Great Russians towards the 


Ukrainians. Naturally, every democrat, not to mention Marxists, will 


strongly oppose the incredible humiliation of Ukrainians, and demand 
complete equality for them. But it would be a downright betrayal of 
socialism and a silly policy even from the standpoint of the bourgeois 
“national aims” of the Ukrainians to weaken the ties and the alliance 
between the Ukrainian and Great-Russian proletariat that now exist 
within the confines of a single state. 

...Even from the point of view of the bourgeois nationalists, some of 
whom stand for complete equality and autonomy for the Ukraine, while 
others stand for an independent Ukrainian state, this argument will not 


‘wash. The Ukrainians’ striving for liberation is opposed by the Great- 


Russian and Polish landlord class and by the bourgeoisie of these two 
nations. What social force is capable of standing up to these classes ? 
The first decade of the twentieth century provided an actual reply to this 
question : that force is none other than the working class, which rallies 
the democratic peasantry behind it. By striving to divide, and thereby 
weaken, the genuinely democratic force, whose, victory would make 
national oppression impossible, Mr. Yurkevich is betraying, not only the 
interests of democracy in general, but also the intcrests of his own coun- 
try, the Ukraine. Given united action by the Great-Russian and 
Ukrainian proletarians, a free Ukraine is possible ; without such unity, it 
is out of the question. 

, But Marxists do not confine themselves to the bourgeois-national 
standpoint. For several decades a well-defined process of accelerated 
economic development has been going on in the South, i.e., the Ukraine, 
attracting hundreds of thousands of peasants and workers from Great 
Russia to the capitalist farms, mines, and cities. The “assimilation’— 
within these limits—of the Great-Russian and Ukrainian proletariat is an 
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indisputable fact. And this fact is undoubtedly progressive. Capitalism 
is replacing the ignorant, conservative, settled muzlik of the Great- 
Russian or Ukrainian backwoods with a mobile proletarian whose con- 
ditions of life break down specifically national narrow-mindedness, both 
Great-Russian and Ukrainian. Even if we assume that, in time, there 
will be a state frontier between Great Russia and the Ukraine, the his- 
torically progressive nature of the “assimilation” of the Great-Russiau 
and Ukrainian workers will be as undoubted as the progressive nature 
of the grinding down of nations in America. The freer the Ukraine and 
Great Russia become, the more extensive and more rapid will be the 
development of capitalism, which will still more powerfully attract the 
workers, the working masses of all nations from all regions of the state 
and from all the neighbouring states (should Russia become a neighbour- 
ing state in relation to the Ukraine) to the cities, the mines, and the 
factories. 

Mr. Lev Yurkevich acts like a real bourgeois, and a short-sighted, 
narrow-minded, obtuse bourgeois at that, i.e., like a philistine, when he 
dismisses the benefits to be gained from the intercourse, amalgamation 
and assimilation of the proletariat of the two nations, for the sake of the 
momentary success of the Ukrainian national cause (sprava). The 
national cause comes first and the proletarian cause second, the bour- 
geois nationalists say, with the Yurkeviches, Dontsovs and similar would- 
be Marxists repeating it after them. The proletarian cause must come 
first, we say, because it not only protects the lasting and fundamental 
interests of labour and of humanity, but also those of democracy ; and 
without democracy neither an autonomous nor an independent Ukraine 
is conceivable. ... ` 

Contraposing Ukrainian culture as a whole to Great-Russian culture 
as a whole, when speaking of the proletariat, is a gross betrayal of the 
proletariat’s interests for the benefit of bourgeois nationalism. 

There are two nations in every modern nation—we say to all 
nationalist-socialists. There are two national cultures in every national 
culture. There is the Great-Russian culture of the Purishkeviches, 
Guchkovs and Struves—but there is also the Great-Russian culture 
typified in the names of Chernyshevsky and Plekhanov. There are the 


same two cultures in the Ukraine as there are in Germany, in France, in, 


England, among the Jews, and so forth. If the majority of the Ukrainian 
workers are under the influence of Great-Russian culture, we also know 
definitely that the ideas of Great-Russian democracy and Social- 
Democracy operate parallel with the Great-Russian clerical and bour- 
geois culture. In fighting the latter kind of “culture”, the Ukrainian 
Marxist will always bring the former into focus, and say to his workers: 
“We must snatch at, make use of, and develop to the utmost every oppor- 
tunity for intercourse with the Great-Russian class-conscious workers, 
with their literature and with their range of ideas; the fundamental 
interests of both the Ukrainian and the Great-Russian working-class 
movements demand it.” 

If a Ukrainian Marxist allows himself to be swayed by his quite 
legitimate and natural hatred of the Great-Russian oppressors to such a 
degree that he transfers even a particle of this hatred, even if it be only 
estrangement, to the proletarian culture and proletarian cause of the 
Great-Russian workers, then such a Marxist will get bogged down in bour- 
geois nationalism. Similarly, the Great-Russian Marxist will be bogged 
down, not only in bourgeois, but also in Black-Hundred nationalism, if 
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he loses sight, even for a moment, of the demand for complete equality 
for the Ukrainians, or of their right to form an independent state. ... 


5. “Cultural-National Autonomy” 


...Marxism cannot be reconciled with nationalism, be it even of the 
“most just”, “purest”, most refined and civilised brand. In place of ali 
forms of nationalism Marxism advances internationalism, the amalgama- 
tion of all nations in the higher unity, a unity that is growing before our 
eyes with every mile of railway. line that is built, with every international 
trust, and every workers’ association that is formed (an association that is 
international in its economic activities as well as in its ideas and aims). 

The principle of nationality is historically inevitable in bourgeois 
society and, taking this society into due account, the Marxist fully recog- 
nises the historical legitimacy of national movements. But to prevent 
this recognition from becoming an apologia of nationalism, it must be 
strictly limited to what is progressive in such movements, in order that 
this recognition may not lead to bourgeois ideology obscuring proletarian 
consciousness. 

The awakening of the masses from feudal lethargy, and their struggle 
against all national oppression, for the sovereignty of the people, of the 
nation, are progressive. Hence, it is the Marxist’s bounden duty to stand 
for the most resolute and consistent democratism on all aspects of the 
national question. This task is largely a negative one. But this is the 
limit the proletariat can go to in supporting nationalism, for beyond that 
begins the “positive” activity of the bourgeoisie striving to fortify 
nationalism. 

To throw off the feudal yoke, all national oppression, and all 
privileges enjoyed by any particular nation or language, is the imperative 
duty of the proletariat as a democratic force, and is certainly in the 
interests of the proletarian class struggle, which is obscured and retarded 
by bickering on the national question. But to go beyond these strictly 
limited and definite historical limits in helping bourgeois nationalism 
means betraying the proletariat and siding with the bourgeoisie. There 
is a border-line here, which is often very slight and which the Bundists 
and Ukrainian nationalist-socialists completely lose sight of. 

Combat all national oppression? Yes, of course! Fight for any 
kind of national development, for “national culture” in general ?—Of 
course not. The economic development of capitalist society presents us 
with examples of immature national movements all over the world, 
examples of the formation of big nations out of a number of small ones, 
or to the detriment of some of the small ones, and also examples of the 
assimilation of nations. The development of nationality in general is 
the principle of bourgeois nationalism ; hence the exclusiveness of bour- 
geois nationalism, hence the endless national bickering. The proletariat, 
however, far from undertaking to uphold the national development of 
every nation, on the contrary, warns the masses against such illusions, 
stands for the fullest freedom of capitalist intercourse and welcomes 
every kind of assimilation of nations, except that which is founded on 
force or privilege. 

Consolidating nationalism within a certain “justly” de-limited sphere, 
“constitutionalising” nationalism, and securing the separation of all 
nations from one another by means of a special state institution—such is 
the ideological foundation and content of cultural-national autonomy. 
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This idea is thoroughly bourgeois and thoroughly false. The proletariat 
cannot support any consecration of nationalism ; on the contrary, it sup- 
ports everything that helps to obliterate national distinctions and remove 
national barriers; it supports everything that makes the ties between 
nationalities closer and closer, or tends to merge nations. To act dif- 
ferently means siding with reactionary nationalist philistinism. 

When, at their Congress in Briinn® (in 1899), the Austrian Social- 
Democrats discussed the plan for cultural-national autonomy, practically 
no attention was paid to a theoretical appraisal of that plan. It is, how- 
ever, noteworthy that the following two arguments were levelled againsl 
this programme: (1) it would tend to strengthen clericalism ; “its result 
would be the perpetuation of chauvinism, its introduction into every small 
community, into every small group” (p. 92 of the official report of the 
Brünn Congress, in German. A Russian translation was published by 
ihe Jewish nationalist party, the J.S.L.P.)’ 

There can be no doubt that “national culture”, in the ordinary sense 
of the term, i.e., schools, etc., is at present under the predominant 
influence of the clergy and the bourgeois chauvinists in all countries in the 
world. When the Bundists, in advocating “cultural-national” autonomy, 
say that the constituting of nations will keep the class struggle within 


them clean of all extraneous considerations, then that is manifest and ` 


ridiculous sophistry. It is primarily in the economic and political 
sphere that a serious class struggle is waged in any capitalist society. To 
separate the sphere of education from this is, firstly, absurdly utopian, 
because schools (like “national culture” in general) cannot be separated 
from economics and politics ; secondly, it is the economic and political 
life of a capitalist country that necessitates at every step the smashing of 
the absurd and outmoded national barriers and prejudices, whereas sepa- 
ration of the school system and the like would only perpetuate, intensify 
and strengthen “pure” clericalism and “pure” bourgeois chauvinism. . 


6. The Equality of Nations and the Rights of National Minorities 


... Switzerland’s special features lie in her history, her geographical 

and other conditions. Russia’s special features lie in the strength of her 
proletariat, which has no precedent in the epoch of bourgeois revolutions, 
and in her shocking general backwardness, which objectively necessitates 
an exceptionally rapid and resolute advance, under the threat of all sorts 
of drawbacks and reverses. ... . l , 
f In Switzerland there are three official languages, but bills submitted 
to a referendum are printed in five languages, that is to say, in two 
Romansh ‘dialects, in addition to the three official languages. Accord- 
ing to the 1900 census, these two dialects are spoken by 38,651 out of the 
3,315,443 inhabitants of Switzerland, i.e., by a little over one per cent, 
In the army, commissioned and non-commissioned officers “are given 
the fullest freedom to speak to the men in their native language”. In the 
cantons of Graubünden and Wallis (each with a population of a little 
over a hundred thousand) both dialects enjoy complete equality. ... 

Guaranteeing the rights of a national minority is inseparably linked 
up with the principle of complete equality. In my article in Severnaya 
Pravda this principle was expressed in almost the same terms as in the 
later, official and more accurate decision of the conference of Marxists.* 
That decision demands “the incorporation in the constitution of a funda- 
mental law which shall declare null and void all privileges enjoyed by 
any one nation and all infringements of the rights of a national minority”... 
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7. Cenltralisation and Autonomy 


... Marxists are, of course, opposed to federation and decentralisa- 
tion, for the simple reason that capitalism requires for its development 
the largest and most centralised possible states. Other conditions being 
equal, the class-conscious proletariat will always stand for the larger state. 
lt will always fight against medieval particularism, and will always wel- 
come the closest possible economic amalgamation of large territories in 
which the proletariat’s struggle against the bourgeoisie can develop on a 
broad basis. 

Capitalism’s broad and rapid development of the productive forces 
calls for large, politically compact and united territories, since only here 
can the bourgeois class—together with its inevitable antipode, the pro- 
letarian class—unite and sweep away all the old, medieval caste paro- 
chial, petty-national, religious and other barriers. 

The right of nations to self-determination, i.c., the right to secede 
and form independent national states, will’ be dealt with elsewhere 
But while, and insofar as, different nations constitute a single state, 
Marxists will never, under any circumstances, advocate either the federal 
principle or decentralisation. The great centralised state is a tremen- 
dous historical step forward from medieval disunity to the future socialist 
unity of the whole world, and only via such a state (inseparably con- 
nected with capitalism), can there be any road to socialism, 

It would, however, be inexcusable to forget that in advocating cen- 


tralism we advocate exclusively democratic centralism. On this point all 


the philistines in general, and the nationalist philistines in particular 
(including the late Dragomanov), have so confused the issue that we are 
obliged again and again to spend time clarifying it. l 

i Far from precluding local self-government, with autonomy for 
regions having special economic and social conditions, a distinct national 
composition of the population, and so forth, democratic centralism neces- 
sarily demands both. In Russia centralism is constantly confused with 
iyranny and bureaucracy. This confusion has naturally arisen from the 
a a Russia, but even so it is quite inexcusable for a Marxist to 
yield to it. 


*Przeglad Socjaldemokratyczny, Krakow 1908 and 1909. 

** In elaborating her ideas Rosa Luxemburg goes into details, mentioning, for 
a quite rightly—divorce laws (No. 12, p. 162 of the above-mentioned 
journal), 
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tion (for example, the law on purely secular schools, on universal educa- 
tion, on the minimum programme, on democratic school management, 
ctc.), the labour protection laws, and political liberties (right of associa- 
tion), etc., etc. ~ 

The autonomous Diets—on the basis of the general laws of the coun- 
try—should deal with questions of purely local, regional, or national 
significance. Amplifying this idea in great—not to say excessive—detail, 
Rosa Luxemburg mentions, for example, the construction of local rail- 
ways (No. 12, p. 149) and local high ways (No. 14-15, p. 376), ete. 

Obviously, one cannot conceive of a modern, truly democratic state 
that did not grant such autonomy to every region having any appreciably 
distinct economic and social features, populations of a specific national 
composition, etc. The principle of centralism, which is essential for the 
development of capitalism, is not violated by this (local and regional) 
autonomy, but on the contrary is applicd by it democratically, not 
bureaucratically. The broad, free and rapid development of capitalism 
would be impossible, or at least greatly impeded, by the absence of such 
autonomy, which facilitates the concentration of capital, the development 
of the productive forces, the unity of the bourgeoisie and the unity of the 
proletariat on a country-wide scale; for bureaucratic interference in 
purely local (regional, national, and other)questions is one of the greatest 
obstacles to economic and political development in general, and an 
obstacle to centralism in serious, important and fundamental matters in 
particular. ... 

It is ridiculous to talk about the conditions and demands of modern 
capitalism while at the same time taking not the “modern”, not the 
“capitalist”, but the medieval, feudal and official-bureaucratic administra- 
live divisions of Russia, and in their crudest form at that (gubernias 
instead of uyezds). Plainly, there can be no question of any serious 
local reform in Russia until these divisions are abolished and supersedéd 
by a really “modern” division that really meets the requirements, not of 
the Treasury, not of the bureaucracy, not of routine, not of the landlords, 
not of the priests, but of capitalism ; and one of the modern require- 
ments of capitalism is undoubtedly the greatest possible national unifor- 
mity of the population, for nationality and language identity are an 
important factor making for the complete conquest of the home market 
and for complete freedom of economic intercourse. ... 

We would mention that the Brünn Social-Democratic national. pro- 
gramme is based entirely on national-territorial autonomy ; it proposes 
that Austria should be divided into “nationally distinct” areas “instead of 
the historical crown lands” (Clause 2 of the Brünn programme). We 
would not go as far as that. A uniform national population is undoubt- 
edly one of the most reliable factors making for free, broad and really 
modern commercial intercourse. It is beyond doubt that not a single 
Marxist, and not even a single firm democrat, will stand up for, the Aus- 
trian crown lands and the Russian gubernias and uyezds (the latter are 
not as bad as the Austrian crown lands, but they are very bad neverthe- 
less), or challenge the necessity of replacing these obsolete divisions by 
others that will conform as far as possible with the national composition 
of the population. Lastly, it is beyond doubt that in order to eliminate 
all national oppression it. is very important to create autonomous areas, 
however small, with entirely homogeneous populations, towards which 
members of the respective nationalities scattered all over the country, 
or even all over the world, could gravitate, and with which they could 
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enter into relations and free associations of every kind. All this is indis- 
putable, and can be argued against only from the hidebound, bureaucratic 
point of view. , , r =, 
The national composition of the population, however, is one of the 
very important economic factors, but not the sole and not the most 
important factor. Towns, for example, play an extremely important 
economic role under capitalism, and everywhere, in Poland, in Lithuania, 
in the Ukraine, in Great Russia, and elsewhere, the towns are marked 
by mixed populations. To cut the towns off from the villages and areas 
that economically gravitate towards them, for the sake of the national” 
factor, would be absurd and impossible. That is why Marxists must not 
take their stand entirely and exclusively on the “national-territorial 
yrinciple. 
ee The solution of the problem proposed by the last conference of Rus- 
sian Marxists is far more correct than the Austrian. On this question, 
the conference advanced the following proposition : 


“.,.must provide for wide regional autonomy [not for Poland alonc, of course, 
but for all the regions of Russia]* and fully democratic local self-government, aud the 
boundaries of the self-governing and autonomous regions must be determined [nol 
by the boundaries of the present gubernias, uyezds, etc., but] by the local inhabitaiiis 
themselves on the basis of their economic and social conditions, national make-up of 
the population, etc.” 


Here the national composition of the population is placed on ihe 
same level as the other conditions (economic first, then social, ete.) 
which must serve as a basis for determining the new boundaries that 
will meet the needs of modern capitalism, not of bureaucracy and Asiatic 
barbarism. The local population alone can “assess those conditions 
with full precision, and on that basis the central parliament of the o 
iry will determine the boundaries of the autonomous regions and the 
powers of autonomous Diets. 


The Right Of Nations 
To Self-Determination 


1. What Is Meant by the Self-Determination of Nations ? 


Naturally, this is the first question that. arises when any attempt is 
made at a Marxist examination of what is known as self-determination. 
What should be understood by that term? Should the answer be sought 
 atiterpolatiöns in square brackets (within passages quoted by Lenin) are by Lenin, 
unless otherwise indicated.—Ed. 
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in legal definitions deduced from all sorts of “general concepts” of law ? 
Or is it rather to be sought in a historico-economic study of the national 
movements ? ... 

A precise formulation of this question, which no Marxist can avoid, 
would at once destroy nine-tenths of Rosa Luxemburg’s arguments. This 
is not the first time that national movements have arisen in Russia, nor 
are they peculiar to that country alone. Throughout the world, the 
period of the final victory of capitalism over feudalism has been linked 
up with national movements. For the complete victory of commodity 
production, the bourgeoisie must capture the home market, and there 
must be politically united territories whose population speak a single 
language, with all obstacles to the development of that language and to 
its consolidation in literature climinated. Therein is the economic 
foundation of national movements. Language is the most important 
means of human intercourse. Unity and unimpeded development of 
language are the most important conditions for genuinely free and exten- 
sive commerce on a scale commensurate with modern capitalism, for a 
{ree and broad grouping of the population in all its various classes and, 
lastly, for the establishment of a close connection between the market 
and each and every proprietor, big or little, and between seller and buyer. 

Therefore, the tendency of every national movement is towards the 
formation of national states, under which these requirements of modern 
capitalism are best satisfied. The most profound economic factors drive 
towards this goal, and, therefore, for the whole of Western Europe, nay, 
for the entire civilised world, the national state is typical and normal for 
the capitalist period. 

Consequently, if we want to grasp the meaning of self-determination 
of nations, not by juggling with legal definitions, or “inventing” abstract 
definitions, but by examining the historico-economic conditions of the 
national movements, we must inevitably reach the conclusion that the 
self-determination of nations means the political separation of these 
nations from alien national bodies, and the formation of an independent 
national state. 

Later on we shall see still other reasons why it would be wrong to 
interpret the right to self-determination as meaning anything but the 
right to existence as a separate state. At present, we must deal with Rosa 
Luxemburg’s efforts to “dismiss” the inescapable conclusion that pro- 
found economic factors underlie the urge towards a national state. 

Rosa Luxemburg is quite familiar with Kautsky’s pamphlet Nationa- 
lily and Internationality. (Supplement to Die Neue Zeit!© No. 1, 1907-08; 
Russian translation in the journal Nauchnaya Mysl! Riga, 1908.) She 
is aware that after carefully analysing the question of the national state 
in §4 of that pamphlet, Kautsky arrived at the conclusion that Otto Bauer 
“underestimates the strength of the urge towards a national state” (p. 23 
of the pamphlet). Rosa Luxemburg herself quotes the following words 
of Kautsky’s: “The national state is the form most suited to present-day 
conditions [i.e., capitalist, civilised, economically progressive conditions, 
as distinguished from medieval, pre-capitalist, etc.]; it is the form in 
which the state can best fulfil its tasks” (ie., the tasks of securing the 
freest, widest and speediest development of capitalism). To this we 
must add Kautsky’s still more precise concluding remark that states of 
mixed national composition (known as multi-national states, as distinct 
from national states) are “always those whose internal constitution has 
for some reason or other remained abnormal or underdeveloped” (back- 
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ward). Needless to say, Kautsky speaks of abnormality exclusively in 
the sense of lack of conformity with what is- best adapted to the require- 
ments of developing capitalism. ... 

... There follow arguments [by Rosa Luxemburg] to the effect that 
ithe “right to self-delermination” of small nations is made illusory by the 
development of the great capitalist powers and by imperialism. “Can 
one seriously speak,” Rosa Luxemburg exclaims, “about the ‘self-deter- 
mination’ of the formally independent Montenegrins, Bulgarians Ruma- 
nians, Serbs, Greeks, partly even the Swiss, whose independence is itself 
a result of the polilical struggle and the diplomatic game of the ‘concert 
of Europe’ ?!” (P. 500). The state that best suits these conditions is “not 
a national slate, as Kautsky believes, but a predatory one”. Some dozens 
of figures are quoted relating to the size of British, French and other 
colonial possessions. 

After reading such arguments, one cannot help marvelling at the 
author’s ability. to misunderstand the how and the why of things. To 
teach Kautsky, with a serious mien, that small states are economically 
dependent on big ones, that a struggle is raging among the bourgeois 
states for the predatory suppression of other nations, and that imperial- 
ism and colonies exist—all this is a ridiculous and puerile attempt to be 
clever, for none of this has the slightest bearing on the subject. Not only 
small states, but even Russia, for example, is entirely dependent, ccono- 
nically, on the power of the imperialist finance capital of the “rich” 
bourgeois countries. Not only the miniature Balkan states, but even 
nineteenth-century America was, economically, a colony of Europe, as 
Marx pointed out in Capital’? Kautsky, like any Marxist, is, of course, 
well aware of this, but that has nothing whatever to do with the question 
of national movements and the national state. 

For the question of the political self-determination of nations and 
their independence as states in bourgeois society, Rosa Luxemburg has 
substituted the question of their economic independence. This is just as 
intelligent as if someone, in discussing the programmatic demand for the 
supremacy of parliament, i.c., the assembly of people’s representatives, 
in a bourgeois state, were to expound the perfectly correct conviction that 
big capital dominates in a bourgeois country, whatever the regime in it. 

There is no doubt that the greater part of Asia, the most densely 
populated continent, consists either of colonies of the “Great Powers”, 
or of states that are extremely dependent and oppressed as nations. But 
does this commonly-known circumstances in any way shake the undoub- 
ted fact that in Asia itself the conditions for the most complete develop- 
ment of commodity production and the freest, widest and _ speediest 
growth of capitalism have been created only in Japan, i.e., only in an 
independent national state? The latter is a bourgeois state, and for that 
reason has itself begun to oppress other nations and to enslave colonies. 
We cannot say whelher Asia will have had time to develop into a system 
of independent national states, like Europe, before the collapse of capital- 
ism, but it remains an undisputed fact that capitalism, having awakened 
Asia, has called forth national movements everywhere in that continent, 
loo ; that the tendency of these movements is towards the creation of 
national states in Asia; that it is such states that ensure the best condi- 
tions for the development of capitalism. The example of Asia speaks 
in favour of Kautsky and against Rosa Luxemburg. 

The example of the Balkan states likewise contradicts her, for any- 
one can now sce that the best conditions for the development of capital- 
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ism in the Balkans are created precisely in proportion to the creation of 
independent national states in.that peninsula. 


Therefore, Rosa Luxemburg notwithstanding, the example of the 
whole of progressive and civilised mankind, the example of the Balkans 
and that of Asia prove that Kautsky’s proposition is absolutely correct : 
the national state is the rule and the “norm” of capitalism ; the multi- 
national state represents backwardness, or is an exception. From the 
standpoint of national relations, the best conditions for the development 
of capitalism are undoubtedly provided by the national state. This does 
not mean, of course, that such a state, which is based on bourgeois rela- 
tions, can eliminate the exploitation and oppression of nations. It only 
means that Marxists cannot lose sight of the powerful economic factors 
that give rise to the urge to create national states. It means that “self- 
determination of nations” in the Marxists’ Programme cannot, from a his- 
torico-economic point of view, have any other meaning than political self- 
determination, state independence, and the formation of a national state. ... 


2. The Historically Concrete Presentation of the Question 


The categorical requirement of Marxist theory in investigating any 
social question is that it be examined within definite historical limits, and, 
if it refers to a particular country (e.g., the national programme for a 
given country), that account be taken of the specific features distinguish- 
ing that country from others in the same historical epoch. 


What does this categorical requirement of Marxism imply in its 
application to the question under discussion ? 


First of all, it implies that a clear distinction must be drawn between 
the two periods of capitalism, which differ radically from each other as 
far as the national movement is concerned. On the one hand, there is 
the period of the collapse of feudalism and absolutism, the period of the 
formation of the bourgeois-democratic society and state, when the 
national movements for the first time become mass movements and in 
one way or another draw all classes of the population into politics through 
the press, participation in representative institutions, etc. On the other 
hand, there is the period of fully formed capitalist states with a long- 
established constitutional regime and a highly developed antagonism bet- 
ween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie—a period that may be called 
the eve of capitalism’s downfall. 

The typical features of the first period are: the awakening of 
national movements and the drawing of the peasants, the most numerous 
and the most sluggish section of the population, into these movements, 
in connection with the struggle for political liberty in general, and for 
ihe rights of the nation in particular. Typical features of the second 
period are: the absence of mass bourgeois-democratic movements and 
the fact that developed capitalism, in bringing closer together nations that 
have already been fully drawn. into commercial intercourse, and causing 
them to intermingle to an increasing degree, brings the antagonism bet- 
ween internationally united capital and the international working-class 
movement into the forefront. 

Of course, the two periods are not walled off from each other ; they 


are connected by numerous transitional links, the various countries differ- 


ing from each other in the rapidity of their national development, in the 
uational make-up and distribution of their population, and so on. There 
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can be no question of the Marxists of any country drawing up their 
national programme without taking into account all these general histori- 
cal and concrete state conditions. 


... But Rosa Luxemburg always passes on imperceptibly to the con- 
clusion that among the factors that unite Russia and Poland, the purely 
economic factors of modern capitalist relations now predominate. 


Then our Rosa proceeds to the question of autonomy, and though 
her article is entitled “The National Question and Autonomy” in general, 
she begins to argue that the Kingdom of Poland has an exclusive right 
lo autonomy (see Prosveshcheniye, 1913, No. 12). To support Poland’s 
right to autonomy, Rosa Luxemburg evidently judges the state system of 
Russia by her economic, political and sociological characteristics and 
everyday life—a totality of features which, taken together, produce the 
concept of “Asiatic despotism”. (Przeglad No. 12, p. 137.) 


It is generally known that this kind of state system possesses great 
stability whenever completely patriarchal and pre-capitalist features pre- ` 
dominate in the economic system and where commodity production and 
class differentiation are scarcely developed. However, if in a country 
whose state system is distinctly pre-capitalist in character there exists a 
nationally demarcated region where capitalism is rapidly developing, then 
the more rapidly that capitalism develops, the greater will be the anta- 
gonism between it and the pre-capitalist state system, and the more likely 
will be the separation of the progressive region from the whole—with 
which it is connected, not by “modern capitalistic”, but by “Asiatically 
despotic” ties. ... 


3. The Conerete Features of the National Question in Bussia, 
and Russia’s Bourgeois-Demoecratie Reformation 


...The epoch of bourgeois-democratic revolutions in Western con- 
tinental Europe embraces a fairly definite period, approximately between 
i789 and 1871. This was precisely the period of national movements and 
the creation of national states. When this period drew to a close, Wes- 
tern Europe had been transformed into a settled system of bourgeois 
states, which, as a general rule, were nationally uniform states. Therefore, 
to seek the right to self-determination in the programmes of West- 
European socialists at this time of day is to betray one’s ignorance of the 
ABC of Marxism. 

In Eastern Europe and Asia the period of bourgeois-democratic 
revolutions did not begin until 1905. The revolutions in Russia, Persia, 
Turkey and China, the Balkan wars—such is the chain of world events of 
our period in our “Orient”. And only a blind man could fail to see in 
this chain of events the awakening of a whole series of bourgeois-demo- 
cratic national movements which strive to create nationally independent 
and nationally uniform states. It is precisely and solely because. Russia 
and the neighbouring countries are passing through this period that we 
must have a clause in our programme on the right of nations to self- 
determination. ... , 

. The peculiar conditions in Russia with regard to the national ques- 
tion are just the reverse of those we see in Austria. Russia is a state with 
a single national centre—Great Russia. The Great Russians occupy a 
vast, unbroken stretch of territory, and number about 70,000,000. The 
specific features of this national state are: first, that “subject peoples” 
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(which, on the whole, comprise the majority of the entire populalion—57 
per cent) inhabit the border regions ; secondly, the oppression of these 
subject peoples is much stronger here than in the neighbouring states 
(and not even in the European states alone) ; thirdly, in a number of cases 
the oppressed nationalities inhabiting the border regions have compatriots 
across the border, who enjoy greater national independence (suffice it to 
mention the Finns, the Swedes, the Poles, the Ukrainians and the 
Rumanians along the western and southern frontiers of the state) ; 
fourthly, the development of capitalism and the general level of culture 
are often higher in the non-Russian border regions than in the centre. 
Lastly, it is in the neighbouring Asian states that we see the beginning of 
a phase of bourgeois reyolutions and national movements which are 
spreading to some of the kindred nationalities within the borders ot 
Russia. 

Thus, it is precisely the special concrete, historical features of the 
national question in Russia that make the recognition of the right of 
nations to self-determination in the present period a matter of special 
urgency in our country. ... 


4. “Practicality” in the National Question 


Rosa Luxemburg’s argument that §9 of our Programme contains 
nothing “practical” has been seized upon by the opportunists. Rosa 
Luxemburg is so delighted with this argument that in some parts of her 
article this “slogan” is repeated eight times on a single page. 

She writes: §9 “gives no practical lead on the day-by-day policy of 
the proletariat, no practical solution of national problems”. 

Let us examine this argument, which elsewhere is formulated in such 
a way that it makes §9 look quite meaningless, or else commits us to 
support all national aspirations. 

What does the demand for “practicality” in the national question 
mean? 

It means one of three things: support for all national aspirations; 
ihe answer “yes” or “no” to the question of secession by any nation; 
or that national demands are in general immediately “practicable”. 

Let us examine all three possible meanings of the demand for 
“practicality”. 

The bourgeoisie, which naturally assumes the leadership at the start 
of every national movement, says that support for all national aspirations 
is practical. However, the proletariat’s policy in the national question 
(as in all others) supports the bourgeoisie only in a certain direction, but 
it never coincides with the bourgeoisie’s. policy. The working - class 
supports the bourgeoisie only in order to secure national peace (which the 
bourgeoisie cannot bring about completely and which can be achieved 
only with complete democracy), in order to secure equal rights and to 
create the best conditions for the class struggle. Therefore, it is in 
opposition to the practicality of the bourgeoisie that the proletarians 
advance their principles in the national question; they always give the 
bourgeoisie only conditional support. What every bourgeoisie is out for 
in the national question is either privileges for its own nation, or excep- 
tional advantages for it; this is called being “practical”. The proletariat 
is opposed to all privileges, to all exclusiveness. To demand that it should 
be “practical” means following the lead of the bourgeoisie, falling into 
opportunism. 


cee TENTS OC TSEC re POEUN ner E A ne PRR NRE ag 


agnor anne i: 


THE RIGHT OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION 19 


$ 


The demand for a “yes” or “no” reply to the question of seces- 
sion in the case of every nation may seem a very “practical” one. In 
reality it is absurd ; it is metaphysical in theory, while in practice it leads 
to subordinating the proletariat to the bourgeoisie’s policy. The bour- 
ceoisie always places its national demands in the forefront, and does so 
in. categorical fashion. With the proletariat, however, these demands are 
subordinated to the interests of the class struggle. Theoretically, you 
cannot say in advance whether the bourgeois-democratic revolution will 
end in a given nation seceding from another nation, or in its equality with 
the latter ; in either case, the important thing for the proletariat is to 
ensure the development of its class. For the bourgeoisie it is important 
to hamper this development by pushing the aims of ‘its “own” nation 
before those of the proletariat. That is why the proletariat confines 
itself, so to speak, to the negative demand for recognition of the right 
to self-determination, without giving guarantees to any nation, and with- 
out undertaking to give anything at the expense of another nation, 

This may not be “practical”, but it is in effect the best guarantee for 
the achievement of the most democratic of all possible solutions. The 
proletariat needs only such guarantees, whereas the bourgeoisie of every 
nation requires guarantees for its own interest, regardless of the position 
of (or the possible disadvantages to) other nations. 

The bourgeoisie is most of all interested in the “feasibility” of a 
given demand—hence the invariable policy of coming to terms with the 
bourgeoisie of other nations, to the detriment of the proletariat. - For the 
proletariat, however, the important thing is to strengthen its class against 
ihe bourgeoisie and to educate the masses in the spirit of consistent 
democracy and socialism. 

This may not be “practical” as far as the opportunists are concerned, 
but it is the only real guarantee, the guarantee of the greater national 
equality arid peace, despite the feudal landlords and the nationalist 
bourgeoisie. 

The whole task of the proletarians in the national question is 
“unpractical” from the standpoint of the nationalist bourgeoisie of every 
nation, because the proletarians, opposed as they are to nationalism of 
every kind, demand “abstract” equality; they demand, as a matter of 
principle, that there should be no privileges, however slight. Failing to 
grasp this, Rosa Luxemburg, by her misguided eulogy of practicality, has 
opened the door wide for the opportunists, and especially for opportunist 
concessions to Great-Russian nationalism. 

Why Great-Russian ? Because the Great Russians in Russia are an 
oppressor nation, and opportunism in the national question will of course 
find expression among oppressed nations otherwise than among oppressor 
nations. 

On the plea that its demands are “practical”, the bourgeoisie of the 
oppressed nations will call upon the proletariat to support its aspirations: 
tinconditionally. The most practical procedure is to say a plain “yes” in 
favour of the secession of a particular nation rather than in favour of all 
nations having the right to secede ! 

The proletariat is opposed to such practicality. While recognising 
equality and equal rights to a national state, it values above all and places 
foremost the alliance of the proletarians of all nations, and assesses any 
national demand, any national separation, from the angle of the workers’ 
class struggle. This call for practicality is in fact merely a call for 
uncritical acceptance of bourgeois aspirations. 
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By supporting the right to secession, we are told, you are supporting 
the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nations. This is what Rosa 
Luxemburg says, and she is echoed by Semkovsky, the opportunist, who 
incidentally is the only representative of liquidationist ideas on this 
guestion, in the liquidationist newspaper ! . 

Our reply to this is: No, it is to the bourgeoisie that a “practical” 
solution of this question is important. To the workers the important 
thing is to distinguish the principles of the two trends. Insofar as the 
bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation fights the oppressor, we are always, 
in every case, and more strongly than anyone clse, in favour, for we are 
the staunchest and the most consistent. enemics of oppression. But 
insofar as the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation stands for its own bour- 
geois nationalism, we stand against. We fight against the privileges and 
violence of the oppressor nation, and do not in any way condone striv- 
ings for privileges on.the part of the oppressed nation. 

If, in our political agitation, we fail to advance and advocate the 
slogan of the right to secession, we shall play into the hands, not only of 
the bourgeoisie, but also of the feudal landlords and the absolutism of 
the oppressor nation. Kautsky long ago used this argument against Rosa 
Luxemburg, and the argument is indisputable. When, in her anxiety 
not to assist” the nationalist bourgeoisie of Poland, Rosa Luxemburg 
rejects the right to secession in the programme of the Marxists in Russia, 
Se fact Sk Great-Russian Black Hundreds. She is in fact 
f opportunist toleranc i ivi ; ri 
a et po a a of the privileges (and worse than pri- 

Carried away by the struggle against nationalism in 
Luxemburg has forgotten the nationalism of the Great e oe 
it is this nationalism that is the most formidable at the present time. It 
is a nationalism that is more feudal than bourgeois, and is the principal 
obstacle to ‘democracy and to the proletarian struggle. The bourgeois 
nationalism of any oppressed nation has a general democratic content 
a is directed against oppression, and it is this content that we uncon- 
ditionally support. At the same time we strictly distinguish it from the 
tendency towards national exclusiveness ; we fight against the tendenc 
of rE bourgeois to oppress the Jews, etc., ete. y 

_ This is “unpractical” from the standpoint of the bourgeoi d 
eee but it is the only policy in the national Picaod ee a 
eet ie oe and really promotes democracy, liberty and pro- 

The recognition of the right to secession for all; the appraisal of 
cach concrete question of secession from the point of view of removin 
all inequality, all privileges, and all exclusiveness.. l i 

Let us consider the position of an oppressor nation. Can a nation 
be free if it oppresses other nations? ‘It cannot. The interests of the 
freedom of the Great-Russian population * require a struggle against such 
oppression. The long, centuries-old history of the suppression of the 
movements of the oppressed nations, and the systematic propaganda in 
favour of such suppression coming from the “upper” classes have created 


; *A certain L. VI. in Paris considers this word un-Marxist. This L. VI. is amusingly 
“superklug (too clever by half). And “this too-clever-by half” L. VI. apparenti 
intends to write an essay on the delelion of the words “population”, “nation” etc ae 
cur minimum programme (having in mind the class struggle !). ae 
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cnormous obstacles to the cause of freedom of the Great-Russian people 
itself, in the form of prejudices, etc. 

_ The Great-Russian Black Hundreds deliberately foster these pre- 
judices and encourage them. The Great-Russian bourgeoisie tolerates or 
condones them. The Great-Russian proletariat cannot achieve its own 
aims or clear the road to its freedom without systematically countering 
these prejudices. ; 

In Russia, the creation of an independent national state remains, for 
ihe time being, the privilege of the Great-Russian nation alone. We, the 
Great-Russian proletarians, who defend no privileges whatever, do not 
defend this privilege either. We are fighting on the ground of a definite 
state ; we unite the workers of all nations living in this state ; we cannot 
vouch for any particular path of national development, for we are 
inarching to our class goal along all possible paths. 

However, we cannot move towards that goal unless we combat all 
nationalism, and uphold the equality of the various nations. Whether 
the Ukraine, for example, is destined to form an independent state is a 
natter that will be determined by a thousand unpredictable factors. 
Without attempting idle “guesses”, we firmly uphold something that is 
beyond doubt: the right of the Ukraine to form such a state. We respect 
this right ; we do not uphold the privileges of Great Russians with regard 
io Ukrainians ; we educate the masses in the spirit of recognition of that 
right, in the spirit of rejecting state privileges for any nation. 

In the leaps which all nations have made in the period of bourgeois 
revolutions, clashes and struggles over the right to a national state are 
possible and probable. We proletarians declare in advance that we are 
opposed to Great-Russian privileges, and this is what guides our entire 
propaganda and agitation. 

In her quest for “practicality” Rosa Luxemburg has lost sight of 
the principal practical task both of the Great-Russian proletariat and of 
the proletariat of other nationalities: that of day-by-day agitation and 
propaganda against all state and national privileges, and for the right, the 
equal right of all nations, to their national state. This (at present) is our 
principal task in the national question, for only in this way can we defend 
the interests of democracy and the alliance of all proletarians of all nations 
on an equal footing. ... 


5. The Liberal Bourgeoisie and the Socialist 
Opportunists in the National Question 


_..To clear up this question, which has been so confused by the 
liberals (and by those who are so misguided as to echo them), we shall 
cite a very simple example. Let us take the question of divorce. In her 
article Rosa Luxemburg writes that the centralised democratie state, 
while conceding autonomy to its constituent parts, should retain the most 
important branches of legislation, including legislation on divorce, under 
the jurisdiction of the central parliament. The concern that the central ` 
authority of the democratic state should retain the power to allow divorce 
can be readily understood. The reactionaries are opposed to freedom of 
divorce ; they say that it must be “handled carefully”, and loudly declare 
that it means the “disintegration of the family”. The democrats, how- 
ever, believe that the reactionaries are hypocrites, and that they are 
actually defending the omnipotence of the police and the bureaucracy, 
the privileges of one of the sexes, and the worst kind of oppression of 
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women. They believe that in actual fact freedom of divorce will not 
cause the “disintegration” of family ties, but, on the contrary, will streng- 
then them on a democratic basis, which is the only possible and durable 
basis in civilised society. 

To accuse those who support freedom of self- determination, i.e., free- 
dom to secede, of encouraging separatism, is as foolish and hypocritical 
as accusing those who advocate freedom of divorce of encouraging the 
destruction of family ties. Just as in bourgeois society the defenders of 
privilege and corruption, on which bourgeois marriage rests, oppose free- 
dom of divorce, so, in the capitalist state, repudiation of the right to self- 
determination, i.e., the right of nations to secede, means nothing more 
than defence of the privileges of the dominant nation and police methods 
of administration, to the detriment of democratic methods. 

No doubt, the political chicanery arising from all the relationships 
existing in capitalist society sometimes leads members of parliament and 
journalists to indulge in frivolous and even nonsensical twaddle about one 
or another nation seceding. But only reactionaries can allow themselves 
to be frightened (or pretend to be frightened) by such talk. Those who 
stand by democratic principles, i.e., who insist that questions of state be 
decided by the mass of the population, know very well that there is a 
“tremendous distance”!? between what the politicians prate about and 
what the people decide. From their daily experience the masses know 
perfectly well the value of geographical and economic ties and the advan- 
tages of a big market and a big state. They will, therefore, resort to 
secession only when national oppression and national friction make joint 
life absolutely intolerable and hinder any and all economic intercourse. 


In that case, the interests of capitalist development and of the freedom of: 


the class struggle will be best served by secession. ... 

The liberals’ hostility to the principle of political self-determination 
of nations can have one, and only one, real class meaning: national- 
Jiberalism, defence of the state privileges of the Great-Russian bourgeoisie. 
And the opportunists among the Marxists in Russia, who today, under the 
Third of June regime, are against the right of nations to self-determina- 
tion —the liquidator Semkovsky, the Bundist Liebman, the Ukrainian 
petty-bourgeois Yurkevich—are actually following in the wake of the 

national-liberals, and corrupting the working class with national-liberal 
ideas. 

The interests of the working class and of its struggle against capital- 
ism demand complete solidarity and the closest unity of the workers of 
all nations ; they demand resistance to the nationalist policy of the bour- 
geoisie of every nationality. Hence, Social-Democrats would be deviat- 
ing from proletarian policy and subordinating the workers to the policy 
of the bourgeoisie if they were to repudiate the right of nations to self- 
determination, i.e., the right of an oppressed nation to secede, or if they 
were to support all the national demands of the bourgeoisie of oppressed 
nations. It makes no difference to the hired worker whether he is 
exploited chiefly by the Great-Russian bourgeoisie rather than the non- 
Russian bourgeoisie, or by the Polish bourgeoisie rather than the Jewish 
bourgeoisie, etc. The hired worker who has come to understand his class 
interests is equally indifferent to the state privileges of the Great-Russian 
capitalists and to the promises of the Polish or Ukrainian capitalists to 
set up an earthly paradise when they obtain state privileges. Capitalism 
is developing and will continue to develop, anyway, both in integral states 
with a mixed population and in separate national states. 
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In any case the hired worker will be an object of exploitation. Suc- 
cessful struggle against exploitation requires that the proletariat be free 
of nationalism, and be absolutely neutral, so to speak, in the fight for 
supremacy that is going on among the bourgeoisie of the various nations. 
If the proletariat of any one nation gives the slightest support to the pri- 
vileges of its “own” national bourgeoisie, that will inevitably rouse dis- 
trust among the proletariat of another nation; it will weaken the inter- 
national class solidarity of the workers and divide them, to the delight .of 
the bourgeoisie. Repudiation of the right to self-determination or to 
secession inevitably means, in practice, support for the privileges of the 
dominant nation. 


6, The Resolution of the London 
International Comgress, 1896 


This resolution reads : 


“This Congress declares that it stands for the full right of all nations to self- 
cetermination [Selbstbestimmungsrecht] and expresses its sympathy for the workers of 
every country now suffering under the yoke of military, national or other absolutism. 
This Congress calls upon the workers of all these countries to join the ranks of the 
class-conscious [| Klassenbewusste—those who understand their class interests ] workers 
of the whole world in order jointly to fight for the defeat of international capitalism 
and for the achievement of the aims of international Social-Democracy.”*... 


The debate turned on the question of Poland’s independence. Three 
poinls of view were put forward : 

i. That of the “Fracy”, in whose name Haecker spoke. They 
wanted the International to include in its own programme a demand for 
the independence of Poland. The motion was not carried and this point 
of view was defeated in the International. 

2. Rosa Luxemburg’s point of view, viz., the Polish socialists should 
not demand independence for Poland. This point of view entirely pre- 
chided the proclamation of the right of nations to self-determination. It 
was likewise defeated in the International. 

3. The point of view which was elaborated at the time by K. 
Kautsky, who opposed Rosa Luxemburg and proved that her materialism 
was extremely “one-sided” ; according to Kautsky, the International could 
not at the time make the independence of Poland a point in its pro- 
gramme ; but the Polish socialists were fully entitled to put forward such 
a demand. From the socialists’ point of view it was undoubtedly a mis- 
iake to ignore the tasks of national liberation in a situation where national 
oppression existed. 

The International’s resolution reproduces the most essential and 
fundamental propositions in this point of view: on the one hand, the 
absolutely direct, unequivocal recognition of the full right of all nations 
io self-determination ; on the other hand, the equally unambiguous appeal 
to the workers for international unity in their class struggle. 

We think this resolution is absolutely correct, and that, to the coun- 


*See the official German report of the London Congress: Verhandlungen und 
Licsehliisse des internationalen sozialistischen Arbeiter- und Gewerkschafts-Kongresses zu 
London, vom 27, Juli bis 1, August 1896, Berlin, 1897, 5. 18. A Russian pamphlet has 
been published containing the decisons of international congresses in which the word 
“self-determination” is wrongly translated as “autonomy”, 
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tries of Eastern Europe and Asia at the beginning of the twentieth cen- 
tury, it is this resolution, with both its parts being taken as an integral 
whole, that gives the only correct lead to the proletarian class policy in 
the national question. 

Let us deal with the three above-mentioned viewpoints in somewhat 
greater detail. l 

As is known, Karl Marx and Frederick Engels considered it the 
bounden duty of the whole of West-European democracy, and still more 
of Social-Democracy, to give active support to the demand for Polish 
independence. For the period of the 1840s and 1860s, the period of the 
bourgeois revolutions in Austria and Germany, and the period of the 
‘Peasant Reform” in Russia,!* this point of view was quite correct and 
the only one that was consistently democratic and proletarian. So long 
as the masses of the people in Russia and in most of the Slav countries 
were still sunk in torpor, so long as as there were no independent, mass, 
democratic movements in those countries, the liberation movement of the 
gentry in Poland assumed an immense and paramount importance from 
the point of view, not only of Russian, not only of Slav, but of European 
democracy as a whole. * l 

But While Marx’s standpoint was quite correct for the forties, fifties 
and sixties or for the third quarter of the nineteenth ceutury, it has 
ceased lo be correct by the twentieth century. Independent democratic 
movements, and even an independent proletarian movement, have arisen 
in most Slav countries, even in Russia, one of the most backward Slav 
countries. Aristocratic Poland has disappeared, yielding place to capi- 
talist Poland. Under such circumstances Poland could not but lose her 
exceptional revolutionary importance. i i 
À The attempt of the P.S.P. (the Polish Socialist Party, the present-day 
“Fracy ) in 1896 to “establish” for all time the point of view Marx had 
held in a different epoch was an attempt to use the letter of Marxism 
against the spirit of Marxism. The Polish Social-Democrats were there- 
fore quite right in attacking the extreme nationalism of the Polish petty 
bourgeoisie and pointing out that the national question was of secondary 
importance to Polish workers, in creating for the first time a purely pro- 
letarian party in Poland and proclaiming the extremely important prin- 
ciple that the Polish and the Russian workers must maintain the closest 
alliance in their class struggle. 

But did this mean that at the beginning of the twentieth century the 
International could regard the principle of political self-determination of 
nations, of the right to secede, as unnecessary to Eastern Europe and 
Asia? This would have been the height of absurdity, and (theoretically) 
tantamount to admitting that the bourgeois-democratic reform of the 
Turkish, Russian and Chinese states had been consummated ; indeed it 


*It would be a very interesting piece of historical research to compare the position 
of a noble Polish rebel in 1863 with that of the all-Russia revolutionary democrat, 
Chernyshevsky, who (like Marx) was able to appreciate the importance of the Polish 
moveinent, and with that of the Ukrainian petty bourgeois Dragomanov, who appeared 
much later and expressed the views of a peasant, so ignorant and sluggish, and so 
attached to his dung heap, that his legitimate hatred of the Polish gentry blinded him 
to the siguificance which their struggle had for all-Russia democracy. (Cf. Dragomanov, 
Historical Poland and Great-Russian Democracy.) Dragomanov richly deserved the 
fervent kisses which were subsequently bestowed on him by Mr. P. B. Struve, who by 
that time had become a national-liberal. 
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would have been tantamount (in practice) to opportunism towards abso- 
lutism. 

No. At a time when bourgeois-democratic revolutions in Eastern 
Europe and Asia have begun, in this period of the awakening and intensi- 
fication of national movements and of the formation of independent pro- 
letarian parties, the task of these parties with regard to national policy 
must be twofold: recognition of the right of all nations to self-determina- 
tion, since bourgeois-democratic reform is not yet completed and since 
working-class democracy consistently, seriously and sincerely (and not in 
a liberal, Kokoshkin fashion) fights for equal rights for nations; then, a 
close, unbreakable alliance in the class struggle of the proletarians of all 
nations in a given state, throughout all the changes in its history, irrespec- 
tive of any reshaping of the frontiers of the individual states by the 
bourgeoisie. 

It is this twofold task of the proletariat that the 1896 resolution of 
the International formulates. That is the substance, the underlying prin- 
ciple, of the resolution adopted by the Conference of Russian Marxists 
held in the summer of 1918. Some people profess to see a “contradic- 
tion” in the fact that while point 4 of this resolution, which recognises 
the right to self-determination and secession, seems to “concede” the 
maximum to nationalism (in reality, the recognition of the right of all 
nations to self-determination implies the maximum of democracy and the 
minimum of nationalism), point 5 warns the workers against the nationa- 
list slogans of the bourgeoisie of any nation and demands the unity and 
amalgamation of the workers of all nations in internationally united pro- 
letarian organisations. But this is a “contradiction” only for extremely 
shallow minds, which, for instance, cannot grasp why the unity and class 
solidarity of the Swedish and the Norwegian proletariat gained when the 
Swedish workers upheld Norway’s freedom to secede and form an 
independent state. 


7. The Utopian Karl Marx and the Practical Rosa Luxemburg 


...The conclusion that follows from all these critical remarks of 
Marx’s is clear: the working class should be the last to make a fetish of 
the national question, since the development of capitalism does not neces- 
sarily awaken all nations to independent life. But to brush aside the 
mass national movements once they have started, and, to refuse to sup- 
port what is progressive in them means, in effect, pandering to nationa- 
listic prejudices, that is, recognising “one’s own nation” as a model nation 
(or, we would add, one possessing the exclusive privilege of forming a 
state). * i 

But let us return to the question of Ireland. 

Marx’s position on this question is most clearly expressed in the 
following extracts from his letters : 

“I have done my best to bring about this demonstration, of the Eng- 
lish workers in favour of Fenianism'® .... I used to think the separation 
of Ireland from England impossible. f now think it inevitable, although 


* Cf. also Marx’s letter to Engels of June 3, 1867: “....I have learned with real 
pleasure from the Paris letters to The Times! about the pro-Polish exclamations of 
the Parisians against Russia...Mr. Proudhon and his little doctrinaire clique are not 
the French people.” 
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after the separation there may come federation.” This is what Marx 
wrote to Engels on November 2, 1867. l 

In his letter of November 30 of the same year he added : 

“... what shall we advise the English workers? In my opinion they 
must make the Repeal of the Union [Ireland with England, i.e., the sepa- 
ration of Ireland from England] (in short, the affair of 1783, only demo- 
cratised and adapted to the conditions of the time) an article of their 
pronunziamento, This is the only legal and therefore only possible form 
of Irish emancipation which can be admitted in the programme of an 
English party. Experience must show later whether a mere personal 
union can continue to subsist between the two countries. ... 

“... What the Irish need is : 

“1) Self-government and independence from England ; 

“2) An agrarian revolution... .” 

, Marx attached great importance to the Irish question and delivered 
nour-and-a-half lectures on this subject at the German Workers’ Union 
(letter of December 17, 1867). 

In a letter dated November 20, 1868, Engels spoke of “the hatred 
towards the Irish found among the English workers”, and almost a year 
later (October 24, 1869), returning to this subject, he wrote : i 

, Il wy a qu’un pas [it is only one step] from Ireland to Russia... Irish 
history shows what a misfortune il is for one nation to have subjugated 
another. All the abominations of the English have their origin in the 
Trish Pale. I have still to plough my way through the Cromwellian 
period, but this much seems certain to me, that things would have taken 
another turn in England, too, but for the necessity of military rule in 
Ireland and the creation of a new aristocracy there.” 

Let us note, in passing, Marx’s letter to Engels of August 18, 1869: 

The Polish workers in Posen have brought a strike to a victorious 


end with the help of their colleagues in Berlin. This struggle against- 


Monsieur le Capital—even in the lower form of the strike—is a more 
serious way of getting rid of national prejudices than peace declamations 
from the lips of bourgeois gentlemen.” 

The policy on the Irish question pursued by Marx in the International 
may be seen from the following : 

On November 18, 1869, Marx wrote to Engels that he had’ spoken for 
an hour and a quarter at the Council of the International on the question 
of the attitude of the British Ministry to the Irish Amnesty, and had pro- 
posed the following resolution :!7 

“Resolved, 

“that in his reply to the Irish demands for the release of the impri- 
soned Irish patriots Mr. Gladstone deliberately insults the Irish nation : 

that he clogs political amnesty with conditions alike degrading to 
the victims of misgovernment and the people they belong to; 

“that having, in the teeth of his responsible position, publicly and 
enthusiastically cheered on the American slaye-holders’ rebellion he now 
steps in to preach to the Irish people the doctrine of passive obedience ; 
_ “that his whole proceeding with reference to the Irish Amnesty ques- 
lion are the true and genuine offspring of that ‘policy of conquest’, by the 
aoe denunciation of which Mr. Gladstone ousted his Tory rivals from 
office ; 

“that the General Council of the International Workingmen’s Asso- 
cration express their admiration of the spirited, firm and high-souled man- 
ner in which the Irish people carry on their Amnesty movement ; 
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“that this resolution be communicated to all branches of, and work- 
ingmen’s bodies connected with, the International Workingmen’s Associa- 
ton in Europe and America.” 

On December 10, 1869, Marx wrote that his paper on the Irish ques- 
tion to be read at the Council of the International would be couched as 
follows : £ 

“Quite apart from all phrases about ‘international’ and ‘humane’ 
justice for Ireland—which are taken for granted in the International 
Council—it is in the direct and absolute interest of the English working 
class to get rid of their present connexion with Ireland. And this is my 
fullest conviction, and for reasons which in part I can not tell the English 
workers themselves. For a long time I believed that it would be possible 
to overthrow the Irish regime by English working-class ascendancy. I 
always expressed this point of view in the New York Tribune!’ [an Ameri- 
can paper to which Marx contributed for a ling time]. Deeper study has 
now convinced me of the opposite. The English working class will 
never accomplish anything until it has got rid of Ireland....The English 
reaction in England had its roots in the subjugation of Ireland.” (Marx’s 
italics.) !9 

Marx’s policy on the Irish question should now be quite clear to our 
readers. 

Marx, the “utopian”, was so “unpractical” that he stood for the sepa. 
ration of Ireland, which half a century later has not yet been achieved. 

What gave rise to Marx’s policy, and was it not mistaken ? 

At first Marx thought that Ireland would not be liberated by the 
national movement of the oppressed nation, but by the working-class 
movement of the oppressor nation. Marx did not make an Absolute of 
the national movement, knowing, as he did, that only the victory of the 
working class can bring about the complete liberation of all nationalities. 
It is impossible to estimate beforehand all the possible relations between 
the bourgeois liberation movements of the oppressed nations and the pro- 
letarian emancipation movement of the oppressor nation (the very pro- 
blem which today makes the national question of Russia so difficult). 

However, it so happened that the English working class fell under 
the influence of the Liberals for a fairly long time, became an appendage 
to the Liberals, and by adopting a liberal-labour policy left itself leader- 
less. The bourgeois liberation movement in Ireland grew stronger and 
assumed revolutionary forms. Marx reconsidered his view and corrected 
it. “What a misfortune it is for a nation to have subjugated another.” 
The English working class will never be free until Ireland is freed from 
the English yoke. Reaction in England is strengthened and fostered by 
the enslavement of Ireland (just as reaction in Russia is fostered by her 
enslavement of a number of nations !). 

And, in proposing in the International a resolution of sympathy with 
“the Irish nation”, “the Irish people” (the clever L. Vl. would probably 
have berated poor Marx for forgetting about the class struggle !), Marx 
advocated the separation of Ireland from England, “although after the 
separation there inay come federation”. 

What were the theoretical grounds for Marx’s conclusion? In Eng- 
land the bourgeois revolution had been consummated long ago. But it 
had not yet been consummated in Ireland ; it is being consummated only 
now, after the lapse of half a century, by the reforms of the English 
Liberals. If capitalism had been overthrown in England as quickly as 
Marx had at first expected, there would have been no room for a bour- 
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geois-democratic and gencral national movement in Ireland. But since 
it had arisen, Marx advised the English workers to support it, give it a 
a a) impetus and see it through in the interests of their own 
iberty. 

The economic ties between Ireland and England in the 1860s were 
of course, even closer than Russia’s present ties with Poland, the Ukraine, 
etc. The unpracticality” and “impracticability” of the ‘separation of 
Ireland (if only owing to geographical conditions and England’s immense 
colonial power) were quite obvious. Though, in principle, an enemy of 


federalism, Marx in this instance granted the possibility of federation, as ` 


well,* if only the emancipati i 
: l ancipation of Ireland was achieved in a revolutionar 
P e way, through a movement of the mass of the people of Iro. 
nae supported by the working class of England. There can be no doubt 
fe solution of the historical problem would have been in 
st interests of ri i i i 
ee s of the proletariat and most conducive to rapid social 
ae Things turned out differently. Both the Irish people and the Eng- 
P proletariat proved weak. Only now, through the sordid deals þet- 
i een the English Liberals and the Irish bourgeoisie, is the Irish problem 
aot solved (the example of Ulster shows with what difficulty) through 
a eae (with compensation) and Home Rule (not yet introduced). 
~ then k Docs it follow that Marx and Engels were “utopians”, that 
Ay put forward - impracticable” national demands, or that they allowed 
jeans a eed by the Irish petty-bourgeois nationalists (for 
s no dou à t rgeoi r i i 
E. ibt about the petty-bourgeois nature of the Fenian move- 
or ae In the Irish question, too, Marx and Engels pursued a con 
Hs ay y proletarian policy, which really educated the masses in a spirit 
5 ; emocracy and socialism. Only such a policy could have saved both 
i and and England half a century of delay. in introducing the necessary 
reforms, and prevented these reforms from being mutilated by the 
aa to please the reactionaries. i 
The policy of Marx and Engels on the łyish q i 
ne Iy question serves as ¢ 
ones example of the attitude the proletariat of the oppressor nati 
should Pals towards national movements, an cxample which has lost 
Fe as immense practical importance. It serves as a warning against 
hat “servile haste” with which the philistines of all countries, colours and 
nee ny i code as “utopian” the idea of altering the froutiers of 
8 at were established by the violence and privi 
and bourgeoisie of one nation. seas a aes 
If the Irish and English pr ‘I 
sh proletariat had not accepted Marx’s polic 
me 7e not made the secession of Ireland their slogan, this would, have 
een the worst sort of opportunism, a neglect of their duties as democrats 


i * By the way, it is not difficull lo sce why, from a Social-Democratic point of view 
the right to “self-determination” means neither federation nor autonomy (altho h, 
speaking m the abstract, both come under the category of “self-determination”) The 
right to federation is simply meaningless, since federation implies a bilateral contra i 
lt goes without saying that Marxists cannot include the defence of federalism in ais 
zal in their programme, As far as autonomy is concerned, Marxists defend aCe 
right to autonomy, but autonomy itself, as a gencral universal principle of a de o 

lic state with a mixed national composition, and a great variely of geo Si hical ps 
other conditions. Consequently, the recognition of the “right of nations S $ a = 
is as absurd as that of the “right of nations to federation”, R 
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and socialists, and a concession to English reaction and the English 
þourgeoisie. ... 


8. Conciusion 


To sum up. 

As far as the theory of Marxism in general is concerned, the question 
of the right to self-determination presents no difficulty. No one can seri- 
ously question the London resolution of 1896, or the fact that self-deter- 
mination implies only the right to secede, or that the formation of inde- 
pendent national states is the tendency in all bourgeois-democratic 
revolutions. 

A difficulty is to some extent created by the fact that in Russia the 
proletariat of both the oppressed and the oppressor nations are fighting, 
and must fight, side by side. The task is to preserve the unity of the pro- 
letariat’s class struggle for socialism, and to resist all bourgeois and 
Black-Hundred nationalist influences. Where the oppressed nations are 
concerned, the separate organisation of the proletariat as an independent 
party sometimes leads to such a bitter struggle against local’ nationalism 
ihat the perspective becomes distorted and the nationalism of the oppres- 
sor nation is lost sight of. 

But this distortion of perspective cannot last long. The experience 
of the joint struggle waged by the proletarians of various nations has 
demonstrated all too clearly that we must formulate political issues from 
the all-Russia, not the “Cracow” point of view. And in all-Russia politics 
it is the Purishkeviches and the Kokoshkins who are in the saddle. Their 
ideas predominate, and their persecution of non-Russians for “separat- 
ism”, for thinking about secession, is being preached and practised in the 
Duma, in the schools, in the churches, in the barracks, and in hundreds 
and thousands of newspapers. It is this Great-Russian nationalist poison 
that is polluting the entire all-Russia political atmosphere. This is the 
misfortune of one nation, which, by subjugating other nations, is streng- 
thening reaction throughout Russia. The memories of 1849 and 1863 
form a living political tradition, which, unless great storms arise, threatens 
to hamper every democratic and especially every Social-Democratic move- 
ment for decades to come. 

There can be no doubt that however natural the point of view of cer- 
tain Marxists belonging to the oppressed nations (whose “misfortune” is 
sometimes that the masses of the population are blinded by the idea of 
their “own” national liberation) may appear at times, in reality the objec- 
tive alignment of class forces in Russia makes refusal to advocate the 
right to self-determination tantamount to the worst opportunism, to the 
infection of the proletariat with the ideas of the Kokoshkins. And these 
ideas are, essentially, the ideas and the policy of the Purishkeviches. 

Therefore, although Rosa Luxemburg’s point of view could at first 
have been excused as being specifically Polish, “Cracow” narrow-minded- 
ness,* it is inexcusable today, when nationalism and, above all, govern- 


secede in no way precludes agifation against secession by Marxists of a particular 
oppressed nation, ‘just as the recognition of the right to divorce does nol preclude agita- 
tion against divorce in a particular case. We think, therefore, that there will be an 
inevitable increase in the number of Polish Marxists who laugh at the non-existent 
“contradiction” now being “encouraged” by Semkovsky and Trotsky. 


Cree o 
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mental Great-Russian nationalism, has everywhere gained ground, and 
when policy is being shaped by this Great-Russian nationalism. In actual 
fact, it is being seized upon by the opportunists of all nations, who fight 
shy of the idea of “storms” and “leaps”, believe that the bourgeois- 
democratic revolution is over, and follow in the wake of the liberalism 
of the Kokoshkins. 

Like any other nationalism, Great-Russian nationalism passes through 
various phases, according to the classes that are dominant in the bour- 
geois country at any given time. Up to 1905, we almost exclusively knew 
national-reactionaries. After the revolution, national-liberals arose in our 
country. f 

In our country this is virtually the stand adopted both by the 
Octobrists and by the Cadets (Kokoshkin), i.e., by the whole of the pre- 
sent-day bourgeoisie. 

Great-Russian national-democrats will cnevitably appear later on. 


_ Mr. Peshekhonov, one of the founders of the “Popular Socialist” Party,!9 


already expressed this point of view (in the issue of Russkoye Bogatstvo® 
for August 1906) when he called for caution in regard to the peasants’ 
nationalist prejudices. However much others may slander us Bolsheviks 
and accuse us of “idealising” the peasant, we always have made and 
always will make a clear distinction between peasant intelligence and 
peasant prejudice, between peasant strivings for democracy and opposi- 
tion to Purishkevich, and the peasant desire to make peace with the 
priest and the landlord. 

Even now, and probably for a fairly long time to come; proletarian 
democracy must reckon with the nationalism of the Great-Russian 
peasants (not with the object of making concessions to it, but in order to 
combat it).* The awakening of nationalism among the oppressed nations, 
which became so pronounced after 1905 (let us recall, say, the group of 
“Federalist-Autonomists” in the First Duma, the growth of the Ukrainian 
movement, of the Moslem movement, etc.), will inevitably lead to greater 
nationalism among the Great-Russian petty bourgeoisie in town and coun- 
tryside. The slower the democratisation of Russia, the more persistent, 
brutal and bitter will be the national persecution and bickering among the 
bourgeoisie of the various nations. The particularly reactionary nature 
of the Russian Purishkeviches will simultaneously give rise to (and 
strengthen) “separatist” tendencies among the various oppressed nationa- 
lities, which sometimes enjoy far greater freedom in neighbouring states. 

In this situation, the proletariat of Russia is faced with a twofold or, 
rather, a two-sided task: to combat nationalism of every kind, above all, 

* It would be interesting to trace the changes that take place in Polish nationalism, 
for example, in the process of its transformation from gentry nationalism into bourgeois 
nationalism, and then into peasant nationalism. In his book Das polnische Gemein- 
wesen im preussischen Staat (The Polish Community in the Prussian State ; there is a 
Russian translation); Ludwig Bernhard, who shares the view of a German Kokoshkin, 
describes a very typical phenomenon : the formation of a sort of “peasant republic” by 
the Poles in Germany in the form of a close alliance of the various co-operatives and 
other associations of Polish peasants in their struggle for nationality, religion, and 
“Polish” land. German oppression has welded the Poles together and segregated them, 
after first awakening the nationalism of the gentry, then of the bourgeoisie, and finally 
of the peasant masses (especially after the campaign the Germans launched in 1873 
against the use of the Polish language in schools). Things are moving in the same 
direction in Russia, and not only with regard to Poland, ` 
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Great-Russian nationalism ; to recognise, not only fully equal Tenis B 
nations in general, but also equality of rights as regards po ity, a 
right of nations to self-determination, to secession. And at t e a 7 a 
it is their task, in the interests of a successful SEE ene a fee 
every kind of nationalism among all nations, to preserve the my yo Ae 
proletarian struggle and the proletarian organisations, ane re ing 
these organisations into a ee international association, despi 
, i ivi ional exclusiveness. 

eee et rights for all nations ; the right of nations to 
self-determination ; the unity of the workers of all reed aa 
national programme that Marxism, the experience of the whole word, a 
the experience of Russia, teach the workers. 


The Socialist Revolution and the Right of 
Nations to Self-Determination 


Theses 


1. Imperialism, Socialism and the Liberation of Oppressed Nations 


Imperialism is the highest stage in the development of eet 
In the foremost countries capital has outgrown the bounds ae 
states, has replaced competition by monopoly and has a ae fees 
objective conditions for the achievement of socialism. In V = ae r pe 
and in the United States, therefore, the revolutionary struggle o e a 
letariat for the overthrow of capitalist governments and the CEPTO pra Te 
of the bourgeoisie is on the order of the day. Imperialism e oe 
masses into this struggle by sharpening class contradictions on a a 
dous scale, by worsening the conditions of the masses both Hao A 
—trusts, high cost of living—and politically—the growth us eee ee 
more frequent wars, more Sane ‘eat re a aee 
è sion of national oppression and colonial plunder. y s : 
fern HUE necessarily establish a full democracy and, ee ne 
only introduce full equality of nations but also realise ies Ae 
oppressed nations to self-determination, i.e., the right to ae ee ie 
separation. Socialist parties which did not show by all t - ac e 
both now, during the o ae S a 1oy i es 
i enslaved nations and build up rela h. t 
ater ae anion and free ee is a false eee without the right 
— arties would be betraying soci z : 7 
j Da, of course, is also a form of state which een apa ft 
when the state disappears, but that will only take place in the transi 
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from conclusively victorious and consolidated socialism to full com- 
munism. 


2. The Socialist Revolution and the Struggle for Democracy 


The socialist revolution is not a single act, it is not one battle on one 
front, but a whole epoch of acute class conflicts, a long series of battles 
on all fronts, i.e., on all questions of economics and politics, battles that 
can only end in the expropriation of the bourgeoisie. It would be a radi- 
cal mistake to think that the struggle for democracy was capable of 
diverting the proletariat from the socialist revolution or of hiding, over- 
shadowing it, etc. On the contrary, in the same way as there can be no 
victorious socialism that does not practise full democracy, so the pro- 
jetariat cannot prepare for its victory over the bourgeoisie without an all- 
round, consistent and revolutionary struggle for democracy. 

It would be no less a mistake to remove one of the points of the 
democratic programme, for example, the point on the scelf-determination 
of nations, on the grounds of it being “impracticable” or “illusory” under 
imperialism. The contention that the right of nations to self-determina- 
tion is impracticable within the bounds of capitalism can be understood 
either in the absolute, economic sense, or in the conditional, political 
sense. 

In the first case it is radically incorrect from the standpoint of 
theory. First, in that sense, such things as, for example, labour money, 
or the abolition of crises, etc., are impracticable under capitalism. It is 
absolutely untrue that the self-determination of nations is equally 
impracticable. Secondly, even the one example of the secession of 
Norway from Sweden in 1905 is sufficient to refute “impracticability” in 
that sense. Thirdly, it would be absurd to deny that some slight change 
in the political and strategic relations of, say, Germany and Britain, 
might today or tomorrow make the formation of a new Polish, Indian 
and other similar state fully “practicable”. Fourthly, finance capital, in 
its drive to expand, can “freely” buy or bribe the freest democratic or 
republican government and the elective officials of any, even an “indepen- 
dent”, country. The domination of finance capital and of capital in 
general is not to be abolished by any reforms in the sphere of political 
democracy; and self-determination belongs wholly and exclusively to 
this sphere. This domination of finance capital, however, does not in 
the least nullify the significance of political democracy as a freer, wider 
and clearer form of class oppression and class struggle. Therefore all 
arguments about the “impracticability”, in the economic sense, of one 
of the demands of political democracy under capitalism are reduced to a 
theoretically incorrect definition of the general and basic relationships of 
capitalism and of political democracy as a whole. 

In the second case the assertion is incomplete and inaccurate. This 
is because not only the right of nations to self-determination, but c// the 
fundamental demands of political democracy are only partially “practi- 
cable” under imperialism, and then in a distorted from and by way of 
exception (for example, the secession of Norway from Swden in 1905). 
The demand for the immediate liberation of the colonies that is put for- 
ward by all revolutionary Social-Democrats is also “impracticable” under 
capitalism without a series of revolutions. But from this it does not by 
any means follow that Social-Democracy should reject the immediate 
and most determined struggle for all these demands—such a rejection 
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would only play into the hands of the bourgeoisie and reaction—but, on 
the contrary, it follows that these demands must be formulated and put 
through in a revolutionary and not a reformist manner, going beyond 
the bounds of bourgeois legality, breaking them down, going beyond 
speeches in parliament and verbal protests, and drawing the masses into 
decisive action, extending and intensifying the struggle for every funda- 
mental democratic demand up to a direct proletarian onslaught on the 
bourgeoisie, i.e., up to the socialist revolution that expropriates:the bour- 
geoisie. The socialist revolution may flare up not only through some 
big strike, street demonstration or hunger riot or a military insurrection 
or colonial revolt, but also as a result of a political crisis such as the 


` Dreyfus case?! or the Zabern incident,” or in connection with a referen- 


dum on the secession of an oppressed nation, etc. 

Increased national oppression under imperialism does not mean that 
Social-Democracy should reject what the bourgeoisie.call the “utopian” 
struggle for the freedom of nations to secede but, on the contrary, it 
should make greater use of the conflicts that arise in this sphere, too, as 
grounds for mass action and for revolutionary attacks on the bourgeoisie. 


3. The Significance of the Right to Self-Determination and its Relation 
to Federation 
/ 

The right of. nations to self-determination implies exclusively the 
right to independence in the political sense, the right to free political 
separation from the oppressor nation. Specifically, this demand for 
political democracy implies complete freedom to agitate for secession and 
for a referendum on secession by the seceding nation. This demand, 
therefore, is not the equivalent of a demand for separation, fragmenta- 
tion and the formation of small states. It implies only a consistent 
expression of stuggle against all national oppression. The closer a demo- 
cratic state system is to complete freedom to secede the less frequent and 
less ardent will the desire for separation be in practice, because big 
slates afford indisputable advantages, both from the standpoint of economic 
progress and from that of the interests of the masses and, furthermore, 
these advantages increase with the growth of capitalism. Recognition of 
self-determination is not synonymous with recognition of federation as a 
principle. One may be a determined opponent of that principle and a 
champion of democratic centralism but still prefer federation to national 
inequality as the only way to full democratic centralism. It was from 
this standpoint that Marx, who was a centralist, preferred even the 
federation of Ireland and England to the forcible subordination of Ireland 
to the English, 

The aim of socialism is not only to end the division of mankind into 
tiny states and the isolation of nations in any form, it is not only to bring 
the nations closer together but to integrate them. And it is precisely in 
order to achieve this aim that we must, on the one hand, explain to the 
masses the reactionary nature of Renner and Otto Bauer’s idea of so- 
ealled “cultural and national autonomy’** and, on the other, demand the 
liberation of oppressed nations in a clearly and precisely formulated 
political programme that takes special account of the hypocrisy and 
cowardice of socialists in the oppressor nations, and not in general nebu- 
lous phrases, not in empty declamations and not by way of “relegating” 
the question until socialism has been achieved. In the same way as 
mankind can arrive at the abolition of classes only through a transition 
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period of the dictatorship of the oppressed class, it can arrive at the 
inevilable integration of nations only through a transition period of the 
complete emancipation of all oppressed nations, i.e., their freedom to 
secede. 


4. The Proletarian-Revolutionary Presentation of the Question of the 
Self-Determination of Nations 


The petty bourgeoisie had put forward not only the demand for the 
self-determination of nations but all the points of our democratic mini- 
mum programme long before, as far back as the seventeenth and eigh- 
teenth centuries. They are still putting them all forward in a utopian 
manner because they fail to see the class struggle and its increased 
intensity under democracy, and because they believe in “peaceful” 
capitalism. That is the exact nature of the utopia of a peaceful union 
of equal nations under imperialism which deceives the people and which 
is defended by Kautsky’s followers. The programme of Social-Demo- 
cracy, as a counter-balance to this petty-bourgeois, opportunist utopia, 
must postulate the division of nations into oppressor and oppressed as 
basic, significant and inevitable under imperialism. 

The proletariat of the oppressor nations must not confine themselves 
lo general, stereotyped phrases against annexation and in favour of the 
equality of nations in general, such as any pacifist bourgeois will repeat. 
The proletariat cannot remain silent on the question of the frontiers of a 


‘state founded on national oppression, a question so “unpleasant” for 


the imperialist bourgeoisie. The proletariat must struggle against the 
enforced retention of oppressed nations within the bounds of the given 
state, which means that they must fight for the right to self-determina- 
tion. The proletariat must demand freedom of political separation for 
the colonies and nations oppressed by “their own” nation. Otherwise, 
the internationalism of the proletariat would be nothing but empty words; 
neither confidence nor class solidarity would be possible between the 
workers of the oppressed and the oppressor nations; the hypocrisy of 
the reformists and Kautskyites, who defend  self-determination but 
remain silent about the nations oppressed by “their own” nation and 
kept in “their own” state by force, would remain unexposed. 

On the. other hand, the socialists of the oppressed nations must, in 
particular, defend and implement the full and unconditional unity, 
including organisational unity, of the workers of the oppressed nation 
and those of the oppressor nation. Without this it is impossible to 
defend the independent policy of the proletariat and their class solidarity 
with the proletariat of other countries in face of all manner of intrigues, 
treachery and trickery. on the part of the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie 


of the oppressed nations persistently utilise the slogans of national libera- ` 


tion to deceive the workers ; in their internal policy they use these slogans 
for reactionary agreements with the bourgeoisie of the dominant nation 
(for example, the Poles in Austria and Russia who come to terms with 
reactionaries for the oppression of the Jews and Ukrainians) ; in their 
foreign policy they strive to come to terms with one of the rival imperialist 
powers for the sake of implementing their predatory plans (the policy of 
the small Balkan states, etc.) 

The fact that the struggle for national liberation against one 
imperialist power may, under certain conditions, be utilised by another 
“great” power for its own, equally imperialist, aims, is just as unlikely 
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to make the Social-Democrats refuse to recognise the right of nations to 
self-determination as the numerous cases of bourgeois utilisation of 
republican slogans for the purpose of political deception and financial 
plunder (as in the Romance countries, for example) are unlikely to make 
the Social-Democrats reject their republicanism. * 


5. Marxism and Proudhonism on the National Question 


In contrast to the petty-bourgeois democrats, Marx regarded evcry 
democratic demand without exception not as an absolute, but as an 
historical expression of the struggle of the masses of the people, led by the 
bourgeoisie, against feudalism. There is not one of these demands 
which could not serve and has not served, under certain circumstances, 
as an instrument in the hands of the bourgeoisie for deceiving the workers. 
To single out, in this respect, one of the demands of political democracy, 
specifically, the self-determination of nations, and to oppose it to the rest, 
is fundamentally wrong in theory. In practice, the proletariat can retain 
its independence only by subordinating its struggle for all democratic 
demands, not excluding the demand for a republic, to its revolutionary 
struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. 

On the other hand, in contrast to the Proudhonists who “denied” 
the national problem “in the name of social revolution”, Marx, mindful 
in the first place of the interests of the proletarian class struggle in the 
advanced countries, put the fundamental principle of internationalism 
and socialism in the foreground—namely, that no nation can be free if 
it oppresses other nations.“ It was from the standpoint of the interests 
of the German workers’ revolutionary movement that Marx in 1848 
demanded that victorious democracy in Germany should proclaim and 
grant freedom to the nations oppressed by the Germans. It was from 
the standpoint of the revolutionary struggle of the English workers that 
Marx, in 1869, demanded the separation of Ireland from England, and 
added: “...even if federation should follow upon separation”. Only 
by putting forward this demand was Marx really educating the English 
workers in the spirit of internationalism. Only in this way could he 
counterpose the opportunists and bourgeois reformism-——-which even to 
this day, half a century later, has not carried out the Irish “reform”— 
with a revolutionary solution of the given historical task. Only in this 
way could Marx maintain—in contradiction to the apologists of capital 
who shout that the freedom of small nations to secede is utopian and 
impracticable and that not only economic but also political concentration 
is progressive—that this concentration is progressive when it is non- 
imperialist, and that nations should not be brought together by force, bul 
by a free union of the proletarians of all countries. Only in this way 


*It would, needless to say, be quite ridiculous to reject the right to self-determina- ' 
tion on the grounds that it implies “defence of the fatherland”. With equal right, i.c., 
with equal lack of seriousness, the social-chauvinists of 1914-16 refer to: any of the 
demands of democracy (to its republicanism, for example) and to any formulation of 
the struggle against nalional oppression in order to justify “defence of the fatherland”. 
Marxism deduces the defence of the fatherland in wars, for example, in the great 
French Revolution or the wars of Garibaldi, in Europe, and the renunciation of defence 
of the fatherland in the imperialist war of 1914-16, from an analysis of the ‘concrele 
historical peculiarities of each individual war and never from any “general principle”, 
or any one point of a programme, 
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could Marx, in opposition to the merely verbal, and often hypocritical 
recognition of the equality and self-determination of nations, advocate the 
revolutionary action of the masses in the settlement of national questions 
us well. The imperialist war of 1914-16, and the Augean stabes?” of 
hypocrisy on the part of the opportunists and Kautskyites that it has 
exposed, lave strikingly confirmed the correctness of Marx’s policy, which 
should serve as a model for all advanced countries, for all of them are 
now oppressing other nations.* 


6. Three Types of Countries with Respect to the Self-Determination of 
Nations 


In this respect, countries must be divided into three main types. 

_ First, the advanced capitalist countries of Western Europe and the 
United States. In these countries progressive bourgeois national move- 
inents came to an end long ago. Every one of these “great” nations 
oppresses other nations both in the colonies and at home. The tasks 
of the proletariat of these ruling nations are the same as those of the 
proletariat in England in the nineteenth century in relation to Ireland.* * 

Secondly, Eastern Europe: Austria, the Balkans and particularly 
Russia. Here it was the twentieth century that particularly developed 
the bourgeois-democratic national movements and intensified the national 
struggle. The tasks of the proletariat in these countries, both in com- 
pleting their bourgeois-democratic reforms, and rendering assistance to 
the socialist revolution in other countries, cannot be Canned out without 
championing the right of nations to self-determination. The most diffi- 
cult and most important task in this is to unite the class struggle of the 


workers of the oppressor nations with that of th 
. y ° a ay 
oppressed nations, ; e workers of the 


, *Reference is often made—e.g., recently by the German chauvinist Lensch in Die 
locke? Nos. 8 and 9—to the fact that Marx’s objection to the naliona! movement of 
certain peoples, to that of the Czechs in 1848, for example, refutes the necessity of 
recognising the self-determination of nations from the Marxist standpoint. But this 
is incorrect, for in 1848 there ‘were historical and political grounds for drawing : dis- 
tinclion belween “reactionary” and revolutionary-democratic nations. Marx Was ïi ht 
to condemn the former and defend the latler.?? The right to a TE E aa 4s 
one of the demands of democracy which must naturally be subordinated to its general 
interests, In 1848 and the following years these general interests consisted ‘ttinarily 
in combating tsarism. i oP : 

ot *In some small states which have kept out of the war of 1914-16—Holland and 
Switzerland, for example—the bourgeoisie’ makes extensive’use of the ‘“self-determina- 
l uon of nations” slogan to justify participation in the imperialist war. This is a molive 
inducing the Social-Democrats in such countries to repudiate self-determination. Wrong 
arguments Are being used to defend a correct proletarian policy, the’ repudiation of 
defence of the fatherland” in an imperialist war. This results in a distortion of 
Marxism in theory, and in practice leads to a peculiar small-nation narrow-mindedness 
neglect of the hundreds of millions of people in nations that are enslaved b the 
“dominant” nations, Comrade Gorter, in his excellent pamphlet Imperialism War and 
Social-Democracy wrongly rejects the principle of self-delermination of uations bul 
correctly applies it, when he demands the immediate granting of “political and ational 
independence” Ilo the Dutch Indies and exposes the Dutch opportunists who refuse t 
put forward this demand and to fight for it. 7 i 
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Turkey, and all the colonies, which have a combined population of 1,000 
million. In these countries the bourgeois-democratic movements either 
have hardly begun, or have still a long way to go. Socialists must not 
only demand the unconditional and immediate liberation of the colonies 
without compensation—and this demand in its political expression signi- 
fies nothing else than the recognition of the right to self-determina 
tion; they must also render determined support to the more revolution- 
ary elements in the bourgeois-democratic movements for national libera- 
lion in these countries and assist their uprising—or revolutionary war, 
in the event of one—against the imperialist powers that oppress them. 


7. Secial-Chauvinism and the Self-Determination of Nations 


The imperialist epoch and the war of 1914-16 has laid special 
emphasis on the struggle against chauvinism and nationalism in the 
leading countries. There are two main trends on the self-dctermination 
of nations among the social-chauvinists, that is, among the opportunists 
and Kautskyites, who hide the imperialist, reactionary nature of the war 
by applying to it the “defence of the fatherland” concept. 

On the one hand, we see quite undisguised servants of the bour- 
geoisie who defend annexation on the plea that imperialism and. politi- 
cal concentration are progressive, and who deny what they call the 
utopian, illusory, petty-bourgeois, etc., right to self-determination. This 
includes Cunow, Parvus and the extreme opportunists in Germany, some 
of the Fabians? and trade union leaders in England, and the opportunists 
in Russia: Semkovsky, Liebman, Yurkevich, etc. : 

On the other hand, we see the Kautskyites, among whom are 
Vandervelde, Renaudel, many pacifists in Britain and France, and others. 
They favour unity with the former. and in practice are completely identi- 
fied with them ; they defend the right to self-determination hypocritically 
and by words alone: they consider “excessive” (“zu viel verlangt” : 
Kautsky in Die Nene Zeit, May. 21, 1915) the demand for free political 
separation, they do not defend the necessity for revolutionary tactics on 
the part of the socialists of the oppressor nations in particular but, on 
the contrary, obscure their revolutionary obligations, justify their oppor- 
tunism, make easy for them their deception of the people, and avoid the 
very question of the frontiers of a state forcefully retaining under- 
privileged nations within its bounds, etc. i 

Both are equally opportunist, they prostitute Marxism, having lost 
all ability to understand the theoretical significance and practical urgency 
of the tactics which Marx explained with Ireland as an example. 

As for annexations, the question has become particularly urgent in 
connection with the war. But what is annexation? It is quite easy to 
see that a protest against annexations either boils down to recognition of 
the self-determination of nations or is based on the pacifist phrase that 
defends the status quo and is hostile to any, even revolutionary, violence. 
Such a phrase is fundamentally false and incompatible with Marxism. 


8. The Concrete Tasks of the Proletariat in the Immediate Future 


The socialist revolution may begin in the very near future. In this 
case the proletariat will be faced with the immediate task of winning 
power, expropriating the banks and effecting other dictatorial measures. 
The bourgeoisie—and especially the intellectuals of the Fabian and 
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Kautskyile type—will, at such a moment, strive to split and check the 
revolution by foisting limited, democratic aims on it. Whereas any 
purely democratic demands are in a certain sense liable to act as a 
hindrance to the revolution, provided the proletarian attack on the pillars 
of bourgeois power has begun, the necessity to proclaim and grant 
liberty to all oppressed peoples (i.e., their right to self-determination) 
will be as urgent in the socialist revolution as il was for the victory of 
eee ae revolution in, say, Germany in 1848, or Russia 
in 1905. 

It is possible, however, that five, ten or more years will elapse before 
the socialist revolution begins. This will be the time for the revolu- 
lionary education of the masses in a spirit that will make it impossible 
for socialist-chauvinists and opportunists to belong to the working-class 
party and gain a victory, as was the case in 1914-16. The socialists 
must explain to the masses that British socialists who do not demand 
freedom to separate for the colonies and Ireland, German socialists who 
do not demand freedom to separate for the colonies, the Alsatians. Dancs 
aud Poles, and who do not extend their revolutionary propaganda and 
revolutionary mass activily directly to the sphere of struggle against 
national oppression, or who do not make use of such incidents as that 
at Zabern for the broadest illegal propaganda among the proletariat of 
the oppressor nation, for street demonstrations and revolutionary mass 
action—Russian socialists who do not demand freedom to separate for 
Finland, Poland, the Ukraine, etc., ete——that such socialists act as chau- 
vinists and lackeys of bloodstained and filthy imperialist monarchies 
and the imperialist bourgeoisie. 


9. The Attitude of Russian and Polish Social-Democrats and of the 
Second International to Self-Determination 


The differences between the revolutionary Social-Democrats of Rus- 
sia and the Polish Social-Democrats on the question of self-determina- 
lion came out into the open as early as 1903, at the Congress which 
adopted the Programme of the R.S.D.L. Party, and which, despite the 
protest by the Polish Social-Democrat delegation, inserted Clause 9, 
recognising the right of nations to self-determination. Since then the 
Polish Social-Democrats haye on no occasion repeated, in the name of 
their party, the proposal to remove Clause 9 from our Party’s Programme, 
or to replace it by some other formula. 

In Russia, where the oppressed nations account for no less than 57 
per cent of the population, or over 100 million, where they occupy mostly 
the border regions, where some of them are more highly cultured than 
the Great Russians, where the political system is especially barbarous 
and medieval, where the bourgeois-democratic revolution has not been 
consummated—there, in Russia, recognition of the right of nations 
oppressed by tsarism to free secession from Russia is absolutely obliga- 
tory for Social-Democrats, for the furtherance of their democratic and 
socialist aims. Our Party, re-established in January 1912}! adopted a 
resolution in 1913 reaffirming the right to self-determination and explain- 
ing it in precisely the above concrete sense. The rampage of Great-Rus- 
sian chauvinism in 1914-16 both among the bourgeoisie and among the 
opportunist socialists (Rubanovich, Plekhanov, Nashe Dyelo,? etc.) has 
given us even more reason to insist on this demand and to regard those 
who deny it as actual supporters of Great Russian chauvinism and 
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tsarism. Our Party declares that it most emphatically declines to accept 
any responsibility for such actions against the right to sclf-determination. 

The latest formulation of the position of the Polish Social-Democrats 
on the national question (the declaration of the Polish Social-Democrats 
al Ure Zimmerwald Conference™) contains the following ideas : 


The declaration condemns the German and other governments that 
regard the “Polish regions” as a pawn in the forthcoming compensation 
eame, “depriving the Polish people of the opportunity of deciding their 
own fate themselves”. ‘Polish Social-Democrats resolutely and solemnly 
protest against the carving up dnd parcelling out of a whole country”.... 
They flay the socialists who left it to the Hohenzollerns “to liberate the 
oppressed peoples”. They express the conviction that only participation 
in the approaching struggle of the international revolutionary proletariat, 
the struggle for socialism, “will break the fetters of national oppression 
aud destroy all forms of foreign rule, will ensure for the Polish people 
the possibility of free all-round development as an equal member of ‘a 
concord of nations”. The declaration recognises that “for the Poles” 
the war is “doubly fratricidal”. (Bulletin of the International Socialist 
Committee No. 2, September 27, 1915, p. 15. Russian translation in the 
symposium The International and the War, p. 97.) 


These propositions do not differ. in substance from recognition of 
the right of nations to self-determination, although their political 
fromulations are even vaguer and more indeterminate than those of most 
programmes and resolutions of the Second International. Any attempt 
to express these ideas as precise political formulations and to define their 
applicability to. the capitalist system or only to the socialist system will 
show even more clearly the mistake the Polish Soucial-Democrats make 
in denying the self-determination of nations. 


The decision of the London International Socialist Congress of 1896, 
which recognised the self-determination of nations, should be supple- 
mented on the basis of the above theses by specifying: (1) the particular 
urgency of this demand under imperialism, (2) the political conventional- 
ism and class content of all the demands of political democracy, the one 
under discussion included, (3) the necessity to distinguish the concrete 
lasks of the Social-Democrats of the oppressor nations from those of the 
Social-Democrats of the oppressed nations, (4) the inconsistent, purely 
verbal recognition of self-determination by the opportunists and the 
Kautskyites, which is, therefore, hypocritical in its political significance, 
(5) the actual identity of the chauvinists and those Social-Democrats, 
especially those of the Great Powers (Great Russians, Anglo-Americans, 
Germans, French, Italians, Japanese, etc.), who do not uphold the free- 
dom to secede for colonies and nations oppressed by “their own” nations, 
(6) the necessity to subordinate the struggle for the demand under dis- 
cussion and for all the basic demands of political democracy directly to 
the revolutionary mass struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeois 
governments and for the achievement of socialism. 


The introduction into the International of the viewpoint of certain 
small nations, especially that of the Polish Social-Democrats, who have 
been led by their struggle against the Polish bourgeoisie, which deceives 
the people with its nationalist slogans,.to the incorrect denial of self- 
determination, would be a theoretical mistake, a substitution of Prou- 
dhonism for Marxism implying in practice involuntary support for 
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the most dangerous chauvinism and opportunism of the Great-Power 
nations. 

Editorial Board of Sotsial-Democrat, 

Central Organ of R.S.D.L.P. 


Postscript. In Die Neue Zeit for March 3, 1916, which has just 
appeared, Kautsky openly holds out the hand of Christian reconciliation 
to Austerlitz, a representative of the fotlest German chauvinism, rejecting 
freedom of separation for the oppressed nations of Hapsburg Austria but 
recognising it for Russian Poland, as a menial service to Hindenburg and 
Wilhelm II. One could not have wished for a better self-exposure of 
Kautskyism! 


The Discussion 
On Self-Determination Summed up 


1. Socialism and the Self-Determination of Nations 


We have affirmed that it would be a betrayal of socialism to refuse 
lo implement the self-determination of nations under socialism. We are 
told in reply that “the right of self-determination is not applicable to a 
hee society”. The difference is a radical one. Where does it stem 
from?.... , 

Our very first thesis said that the liberation of oppressed nations 
implies a dual transformation in the political sphere: (1) the full equality 
of nations. This is not disputed and applies only to what takes place 
within the state ; (2) freedom of political separation.* This refers to the 
demarcation of state frontiers. This only is disputed. But it is precisely 
this that our opponents remain silent about. They do not want to think 
cither about state frontiers or even about the state as. such. This is a 
sort of “imperialist Economism” like the old Economism of 1894-1902, 
which argued in this way: capitalism is victorious, therefore political 
questions are a waste of time. Imperialism is victorious, there/ore political 
questions are a waste of-time! Such an apolitical theory is extremely. 
harmful to Marxism. 

In his Critique of the Gotha Programme, Marx wrote: “Between 
capitalist and communist’ society lies the period of the revolutionary 
transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds to this also 
-a political transition period in which the state can be nothing but the 
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.’** Up to now this truth 


*See p. 31 of this book—Ed. 
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has been indisputable for socialists and it includes the recognition of the 
fact that the state will exist until victorious socialism develops into full 
communism. Engels’s dictum about the withering away of the state is 
well known. We deliberately stressed, in the first thesis, that democracy 
is a form of state that will also wither away when the state withers 
away. And until our opponents replace Marxism by some sort of “non- 
slate” viewpoint their arguments will constitute one big mistake. 

Instead of speaking about the state (which means, about the demar- 
cation of its frontiers!), they speak of a “socialist cultural zone”, i.e.,. 
ihey deliberately choose an expression that is indefinite in the sense thal 
all state questions are obliterated! Thus we get a ridiculous tautology : 
if there is no state there can, of course, be no question of frontiers. In 
that case the whole democratic-political programme is unnecessary. Nor 
will there be any republic, when the state “withers away”. 

The German chauvinist Lensch, in the articles we mentioned: in 
Thesis 5 (footnote),* quoted an interesting passage from Engels’s article 
“The Po and the Rhine’. Amongst other things, Engels. says in this 
article that in the course of historical development, which swallowed up 
a number of small and non-viable nations, the “frontiers of great and 
viable European nations” were being increasingly determined by the 
“language and sympathies” of the population. Engels calls these fron- 
tiers “natural”. Such was the case in the period of progressive capital- 
ism in Europe, roughly from 1848 to 1871. Today, these democratically 
determined frontiers are more and more often being broken down by 
reactionary, imperialist capitalism. There is every sign that imperialism 
will leave its successor, socialism, a heritage of less democratic frontiers, 


a number of annexations in Europe and in other parts of the world. Is 


it to be supposed that victorious socialism, restoring and implementing 
full democracy all along the line, will refrain from democratically 
demarcating state frontiers and ignore the “sympathies” of the popula, 
tion? These questions need only be stated to make it quite clear that 
our Polish colleagues are sliding down from Marxism towards imperialist 
Economism. 

The old Economists, who made a caricature of Marxism, told the 
workers that “only the economic” was of importance to Marxists. The 
new Economists seem to think either that the democratic state of victo- 
rious socialism will exist without frontiers (like a “complex of sensations” 
without matter) or that frontiers will be delineated “only” in accordance 
with the needs of production. In actual fact its frontiers will be 
delineated democratically, i.e.. in accordance with the will and “sym- 
pathies” of the population. Capitalism rides roughshod over these sym- 
pathies, adding more obstacles to the rapprochement of nations. Social- 
ism, by organising production without, class oppression, by ensuring the 
well-being of all members of the state, gives full play to the “syin- 
pathies” of the population, thereby promoting and greatly accelerating 
the drawing together and fusion of the nations..... 

Otto Bauer says: “The socialist community will never be able to 
include whole nations within its make-up by the use of force. Imagine the 
masses of the people, enjoying all the blessings of national culture, taking 
a full and active part in legislation and government, and, finally, supplied 
with arms—would it be possible to subordinate such a nation to the rule 
of an alien social organism by force ? All state power rests on the force of 


* See p. 36 of this book.—Ed. 
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arms. The present-day people’s army, thanks to an ingenious mechan- 
ism, still constitutes a tool in the hands of a definite person, family or 
class exactly like the knightly and mercenary armies of the past. The 
army of the democratic community of a socialist society is nothing but 
the people armed, since it consists of highly cultured persons, working 
without compulsion in socialised workshops and taking full part in all 
spheres of political life. In such conditions any possibility of alien rule 
disappears.” 

This is true. It is impossible to abolish national (or any other politi- 
cal) oppression under capitalism, since this requires the abolition of 
classes, i.e., the introduction of socialism. But while being based on 
economics, socialism cannot be reduced to economics alone. A founda- 
tion—socialist production—is essential for the abolition of national 
oppression, but this foundation must also carry a democratically organised 
state, a democratic army, etc. By transforming capitalism into socialism 
the proletariat creates the possibility of abolishing national oppression ; 
the possibility becomes reality “only”—‘only” !—with the establishment 
of full democracy in all spheres, including the delineation of state 
frontiers in accordance with the “sympathies” of the population, includ- 
ing complete freedom to secede. And this, in turn, will serve as a basis 
for developing the practical elimination of even the slightest national 
friction and the least national mistrust, for an accelerated drawing 
together and fusion of nations that will be completed when the state 
withers away. This is the Marxist theory, the theory from which our 
Polish colleagues have mistakenly departed... ... 


2. Marxism or Preudhonism ? 


... Marx is known to have favoured Polish independence in the interests 
of European democracy in its struggle against the power and influence— 
or, it might be said, against the omnipotence and predominating reaction- 
ary influence—of tsarism. That this attitude was correct was most clearly 
and practically demonstrated in 1849, when the Russian serf army crushed 
the national liberation and revolutionary-democratic rebellion in Hungary. 
From that time until Marx’s death, and even later, until 1890, when there 
was a danger that tsarism, allied with France, would wage a reactionary 
war against a non-imperialist and. nationally independent Germany, 
Engels stood first and foremost for a struggle against tsarism. It was for 
this reason, and exclusively for this reason, that Marx and Engels were 
opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and South Slavs. A 
simple reference to what Marx and Engels wrote in 1848 and 1849 will 
prove to anyone who is interested in Marxism in real earnest and not 
merely for the purpose of brushing Marxism aside, that Marx and Engels 
at that time drew a clear and definite distinction between “whole reac- 
tionary nations” serving as “Russian outposts” in Europe, and “revolu- 
tionary nations”, namely, the Germans, Poles and Magyars. This is a 
fact. And it was indicated at the time with incontrovertible truth: in 
1848 revolutionary nations fought for liberty, whose principal enemy was 
tsarism, whereas the Czechs, etc., were in fact reactionary nations and 
outposts of tsarism. 

What is the lesson to be drawn from this concrete example which 
must be analysed concretely if there is any desire to be truc to Marxism ? 
Only this: (1) that the interests of the liberation of a number of big and 
very big nations in Europe rate higher than the interests of the movement 
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for liberation of small nations ; (2) that the demand for democracy must 
not be considered in isolation but on a European—today we should say a 
world—scale. 

That is all there is to it. There is no hint’ of any repudiation of that 
clementary socialist principle which the Poles forget but to which Marx 
was always faithful—that no nation can be free if it oppresses other 
nations. If the concrete situation which confronted Marx when tsarism 
dominated international politics were to repeat itself, for instance, in the 
form of a few nations starting a socialist revolution (as a bourgeois- 
democratic revolution was started in Europe in 1848), and other nations 
serving as the chief bulwarks of bourgeois reaction—then we too would 
have to be in favour of a revolutionary war against the latter, in favour of 
“crushing” them, in favour of destroying all their outposts, no matter 
what small-nation movements arose in them. Consequently, instead of 
rejecting any examples of Marx’s tactics—this would mean professing 
Marxism while abandoning it in practice—we must analyse them con- 
cretely and draw invaluable lessons for the future. The several demands 
of democracy, including self-determination, are not an absolute, but only 
a small part of the general-democratic (now: general-socialist) world 
movement. In individual. concrete cases, the part may contradict the 
whole ; if so, it must be rejected. It is possible that the republican 
movement in one country may be merely an instrument of the 
clerical or financial-monarchist intrigues of other countries ; if so, we 
must not support this particular, concrete movement, but it would be 
ridiculous to delete the demand for a republic from the programme of 
international Social-Democracy on these grounds. 

In what way has the concrete situation changed between the periods 
of 1848-71 and 1898-1916 (I take the most important landmarks of 
imperialism as a period: from the Spanish-American imperialist war to 
the European imperialist war) ? Tsarism has manifestly and indisputably 
ceased to be the chief mainstay of reaction, first, because it is supported 
by international finance capital, particularly French, and, secondly, 
because of 1905. At that time the system of big national states—the 
democracies of Europe—was bringing democracy and socialism to the 
world in spite of tsarism.* Marx and Engels did not live to see the period 
of imperialism. The system now is a handful of imperialist “Great” 
Powers (five or six in number); each oppressing other nations: and this 
oppression is a source for artificially retarding the collapse of capitalism, 
and artificially supporting opportunism and social chauvinism in the 
imperialist nations which dominate the world. At that time, West- 
European democracy, liberating the big nations, was opposed to tsarism, 
which used certain small-nation movements for reactionary ends. Today, 


* Ryazanov has published in Griimberg’s Archives of the History of Socialism (1916, 
I) a very interesting article by Engels on the Polish question, written in 1866. Engels 
emphasises that Ihe proletariat must recognise the political independence and “self- 
determination” (“right to dispose of itself” [| These words are in English in the orginal. 
Ed. D of the great, major nations of Europe, and points to the absurdity of the 
“principle of nationalities” (particularly in its Bonapartist application), i.e. of placing 
any small nation on the same level as these big ones. “And as to Russia,” says Engels, 
“she could only be mentioned as the detainer of an immense amount of stolen property 
[ie oppressed nations] which would have to be disgorged on the day of reckonning,”” 
Both Bonapartism and tsarism utilise the small-nation movements for (heir own benefit, 
against European democracy. 
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the socialist proletariat, split into chauvinists, ‘‘social-imperialists”, on the 
one hand, and revolutionaries, on the other, is confronted by an alliance 
of tsarist imperialism aud advanced capitalist, European, imperialism, 
which is based on their common oppression of a number of nations. 

Such are the concrete changes that have taken place in the situation, 

and it is just these that the Polish Social-Democrats ignore, in spite of 
their promise to be concrete ! Hence the concrete change in the applica- 
tion of the same socialist principles : formerly the main thing was to fight 
“against tsarism” (and against certain small-nation movements that if was 
using for undemocratic ends), and for the greater revolutionary peoples 
of the West ; the main thing today is to sland against the united, aligned 
front ol the imperialist powers, the imperialist bourgeoisie and the social- 
imperialists, and for the utilisation of all national movements against 
pelea for the purposes of the socialist revolution. 
he more purely proletarian the struggle agains reneré 
imperialist front now is, the more vital, a oe se Sater 
principle : “No nation can be free if it oppresses other nations.” 
F In the name of their doctrinaire concept of social revolution, the 
Proudhonists ignored the international role of Poland and brushed aside 
the national movements. Equally doctrinaire is the attitude of the Polish 
Social-Democrats, who break up the international front of struggle 
against the social-iniperialists, and (objectively) help the latter by their 
vacillations on the question of annexations. For it is precisely the inter- 
national front of proletarian struggle that has changed in relation to the 
concrete position of the small nations: at that time (1848-71) the small 
nations were important as the potential allies either of “Western 
democracy” and the revolutionary nations, or of tsarism; now (1898- 
1914) that is no longer so; today they are important as one of the 
nutritive media of the parasitism and, consequently, the social-imperia- 
lism of the “dominant nations”. The important thing is not whether one- 
fiftieth or one-hundredth of the small nations are liberated before the 
socialist revolution, but the fact that in the epoch of imperialism owing 
to objective causes, the proletariat has been split into two international 
camps, one of which has been corrupted by the crumbs that fall from the 
table of the dominant-nation bourgeoisie—obtained, among other things. 
from the double or triple exploitation of small nations—while the other 
cannot liberate itself without liberating the small nations, without educa- 
ling the masses in an anti-chauvinist, i.e., anti-annexationist, i.e “self- 
determinationist”’, spirit. it 

This, the most important aspect of the question, is ignored . 
et snk ae T not view things ora the key a 7 the 
poch of imperialism, the slandpoi i ivisi i i mati 
a a lite Rn, dpoint of een of the international 

Here are some other concrete examples of ‘their Pr ism : 
(1) their attitude to the Irish rebellion of 1916, of which Gi ae ae 
declaration in the theses (II, 3, end of § 3) that the slogan of socialist 
revolution “must not be overshadowed by anything”. The idea that the 
slogan of socialist revolution can be “overshadowed” by linking it up with 
a consistently revolutionary, position on all: questions, including the natio- 
nal question, is- certainly -profoundly anti-Marxist. : 

n The Polish Social-Democrats consider our programme “national-re- 
formist”. Compare these two practical proposals: (1) for autonomy 
(Polish theses, III, 4), and (2) for freedom to secede. It is in this, and 
in this alone, that our programmes. differ! And is it not clear that it is 
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precisely the first programme that is reformist and not the second? A 
reformist change is one which leaves intact the foundations of the power 
of the ruling class and is merely a concession leaving its power unimpaired. 
A revolutionary change undermines the foundations of power. A refor- 
mist national programme does not abolish all the privileges of the ruling 
uation : it does not establish complete equality; it does not abolish national 
oppression in all its forms. An “autonomous” nation does not enjoy rights 
equal to those of the “ruling” nation ; our Polish comrades could not 
have failed to notice this had they not (like our old Economists) obstinately 
avoided making an analysis of political concepts and categories. Until 
1905 autonomous Norway, as a part of Sweden, enjoyed the widest 
autonomy, but she was not Sweden’s equal. Only by her free secession 
was her equality manifested in practice and proved (and let us add in 
parentheses that it was this free secession that created the basis for a 
more intimate and more democratic association, founded on equality of 
rights). As long as Norway was merely autonomous, the Swedish aristo- 
cracy had one additional privilege ; and secession did not “mitigate” this 
privilege (the essence of reformism lies in mitigating an evil and not in 
destroying it), but eliminated it altogether (the principal criterion of the 
revolutionary character of a programme). 

Incidentally, autonomy, as a reform, differs in principle from 
freedom to secede, as a revolutionary measure. This is unquestionable. 
But as everyone knows, in practice a reform is often merely a step towards 
revolution. It is autonomy that enables a nation forcibly retained within 
the boundaries of a given state to crystallise into a nation, to gather, assess 
and organise its forces, and to select the most opportune moment for a 
declaration, . . in the “Norwegian” spirit: We, the autonomous diet of 
such-and-such a nation, or of such-and-such a territory, declare that the 
Emperor of all the Russias has ceased to be King of Poland, etc. The 
usual “objection” to this is that such questions are decided by wars and 
not by declarations. Truc: in the vast majority of cases they are decided 
by wars (just as questions of the form of government of big slates are 
decided, in the vast majority of cases, only by wars and revolutions). 
However, it would do no harm to reflect whether such an “objection” 
to the political programme of a revolutionary party is logical. Are 
we opposed to wars and revolutions for what is just and beneficial to 
the proletariat, for democracy and socialism ? 

“But we cannot be in favour of a war between great nations, in 
favour of the slaughter of twenty million people for the sake of the 
problematical liberation of a small nation with a population of perhaps 
ten or twenty millions !” Of course not! And it does not mean that we 
throw complete national equality out of our Programme ; it means that 
the democratic interests of one country must be subordinated to the 
democratic interests of several and all countries. Let us assume that 
between two great monarchies there is a little monarchy whose kinglet is 
“bound” by blood and other ties to the monarchs of both neighbouring 
countries. Let us further assume that the declaration of a republic in the 
lille country and the expulsion of its monarch would in practice lead to 
a war between the two neighbouring big countries for the restoration of 
that or another monarch in the little country. There is no doubt that all 
international Social-Democracy, as well as the really internationalist 
section of Social-Democracy in the little country, would be against sub- 
stituting a republic for the monarchy in this case. The substitution of a 
republic for a monarchy is not an absolute. but one of the democratic 
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demands, subordinate to the interests of democracy (and still more of 
oe those of the socialist proletariat) as a whole. A case like ‘this 
yer a all probability not give rise to the slightest disagreement among 
f la’: Detnocrats m any country. But if any Social-Democrat were io 
ea on these grounds that the demand for a republic be deleted 
5 oge er from the programme of international Social-Democracy, he 
e pe ed as quite mad. He would be told that after 

£ > st not iorget the elementary logi iffere e t 
PA E ae y logical difference between the 

This example brings us, fro i 

oe ) ' S, m a somewhat different angle, to the 
ee of the internationalist education of the working class. : Can such 
eee eee the necessity and urgent importance of which differences 
a opinion among the Zimmerwald Left are inconceivable—be concretely 
if entical in great, oppressor nations and in small, oppressed nations, in 

ee nations and in annexed nations ? 

viously not. The way to the common g i 
À i ot., i goal—complete equality, 
et association and the eventual amalgamation of all Satine” 
- bviously runs along different routes in each concrete case, as, let us say 
1 way lo a point in the centre of this page runs left from one edge and 
right, rom the opposite edge. If a Social-Democrat from a great, oppress- 
ing, annexing nation, while advocating the amalgamation of nations in 
E oie were for one moment to forget that “his” Nicholas II, “his” 
i elm, George, Poincare’, etc., also stand for amalgamation with small 
ae {by means of annexations)-—-Nicholas II for “amalgamation” with 
Sen aaa 3 for A ame with Belgium, etc.—such a Social- 
l crat would be a ridiculous doctrinaire in theor i i 
imperialism in practice. P toa re enn 

In the internationalist i 
4 e + y f 
countries, emphasis must a a T i pra etn 
for the oppressed countries { kne tor e a ou 
1 es to secede and their fighti for i i 
this there can be no internati i i it oe ee 
ationalism. It is our right 

toe ee ght and duty to tre 
ea ohana nie pee nation who fails to orda anh 
g drel and an imperialist. This i ə 
eerie even where the chance of secession being possible i T 
cable” before the introduction of socialism is only one in a thoüsand. i 


It is our duty to teach th 
dti j e workers to be “indifferent” to nati 
E e dei There is no doubt about that. But it must not be te 
pennant the annexationists. A member of an oppressor nation 
} e “Indifferent” to whether small nations bel Í is 
neighbouring state, or to themsel aa ee 
l i ( ; ves, according to where thei ies 
lie : without such “indiffe 4 i $ mon TO Da 
l l rence” he is not a Social-D 
Internationalist Social-Democrat E Ah eae 
c at one must not think only of one’ 
nation, but place above it the interests of all nations, their oA liberty 
nd equalit ] “theory” but displ 
tionist indifference in practice. There is the ói of the ewl. S 
emocrat from a small nation must 
second word of our general formula : 


j> eclusion and isola Hon n i El € g 

S l » CO sid i th l ole and the s el l b li t 
A { Wil en a supor na 

the par ticular to the gener al interest. - 
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People who have not gone into the question thoroughly think that it 


is “contradictory” for the Social-Democrats of oppressor nations to insist 


on the “freedom to secede”, while Social-Democrats of oppressed nations 
insist on the “freedom to integrate’. However, a little reflection will 
show that there is not, and cannot be. any other road to internationalism 
and the amalgamation of nations, any other road from the given situation 
to this goal. 

And now we come to the specific position of Dutch and Polish Social- 
Democrats. 


3. The Specifice and the General in the Position 
of the Dutch and Polish Social-Democrat 
Internationalists 


There is not the slightest doubt that the Dutch and Polish Marxists 
who oppose self-determination are among the best revolutionary and 
internationalist elements in international Social-Democracy. How can it 
be then that their theoretical arguments as we have seen, are a mass of 
errors ? There is not a single correct general argument, nothing but 
imperialist Economism ! 

It is not at all due to the especially bad subjective qualities of the 
Dutch and Polish comrades but to the specific objective conditions in their 
countries. Both countries are: (1) small and helpless in the present-day 
“system” of great powers ; (2) both are geographically situated between 
tremendously powerful imperialist plunderers engaged in the most bitter 
rivalry with each other(Britain and Germany; Germany and Russia) ; 
(3) in both there are terribly strong memories and traditions of the times 
when they themselves were great powers: Holland was once a colonial 
power greater than England, Poland was more cultured and was a 
stronger great power than Russia and Prussia ; (4) to this day both retain 
their privileges consisting in the oppression of other peoples: the Dutch 
bourgeois owns the very wealthy Dutch East Indies ; the Polish landed 
proprietor’ oppresses the Ukrainian and Byelorussian peasant ; the Polish 
bourgeois, the Jew, etc. 

The particularity comprised in the combination of these four points 
is not to be found in Ireland, Portugal (she was at one time annexed to 
Spain), Alsace, Norway, Finland, the Ukraine, the Lettish and Byelorus- 
sian territories or many others. And it is this very peculiarity that is the 
real essence of the matter! When the Dutch and Polish Social-Democrats 
reason against self-determination, using general arguments, i.e., those that 
concern imperialism in general, socialism in general, democracy in 
general, national oppression in general, we may truly say that they 
wallow in mistakes. But one has only to discard this obviously errone- 
ous shell of general arguments and examine the essence of the question 
from the standpoint of the specific conditions obtaining in Holland and 
Poland for their particular position to become comprehensible and quite 
legitimate. It may be said, without any fear of sounding paradoxical, 
that when the Dutch and Polish Marxists battle against self-determination 
they do not say quite what they mean, or, to put it another way,’ mean 
quite what they say.* 


* Let us recall that al? the Polish Social-Democrats recognised self-determinalion in 
general in their Zimmerwald declaration, although their formulation was slightly 


different.” 
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We have already quoted one example in our theses.* Gorter is 


against the self-determination of his own country but in favour of self- ` 


determination for the Dutch East Indies, oppressed as they are by “his” 
nation! Is il any wonder that we see in him a more sincere inter- 
nationalist and a fellow-thinker who is closer to us than those who 
recognise self{-determination as verbally and hypocritically as Kautsky in 
Germany, and Trotsky and Martov in Russia? The general and funda- 
mental principles of Marxism undoubtedly imply the duty to struggle for 
the freedom to secede for nations that are oppressed by “one’s own” 
nation, but they certainly do’not require the independence specifically of 
Holland to be made a matter of paramount importance—Holland, which 
suffers most from her narrow, callous, selfish and stultifying seclusion : 
let the whole world burn, we stand aside from it all, “we” are satisfied 
with our old spoils and the rich “left-overs”, the Indies, “we” are nol 
concerned with anything clse ! . 

Here is another example. Karl Radek, a Polish Social-Democrat, 
who has done particularly great service by his determined struggle for 
internationalism in German Social-Democracy since the outbreak of war, 
made a furious attack on self-determination in an article entitled “The 
Right of Nations to Self-Determination” (Lichtstrahlen®—a Left Radical 
monthly prohibited by the Prussian censor, edited by J. Borchardt—1915, 
December 5, Third Year of Publication, No. 3). He quotes, incidentally, 
only Dutch and Polish authorities in his support and propounds, amongst 
others, the argument that self-determination fosters the idea that “it is 
allegedly the duty of Social-Democrats to support any struggle for 
independence”. i 

From the standpoint of ‘general theory this argument is outrageous, 
because it is clearly illogical : first, no democratic demand can fail to give 
rise to abuses, unless the specific is subordinated to the general ; we are 
not obliged to support either “any” struggle for independence or “any” 
republican or anti-clerical movement. Secondly, no formula for the 
struggle against national oppression can fail to suffer from the sane 
“shortcoming”. Radek himself in Berner Tagwacht used the formula 
‘1915, Issue 253): “Against old and new annexations.” Any Polish 
nationalist will legitimately “deduce” from this formula: “Poland is an 
annexment, I am against annexations, i.e., I am for the independence of 
Poland.” Or I recall Rosa Luxemburg saying in an article written in 
1908,°° that the formula: “against national oppression” was quite 
adequate. But any Polish nationalist would say—and quite justly—that 
annexation is one of the forms of national oppression, consequently, etc. 

However, take Poland’s specific conditions in place of these general 
arguments : her independence today is “impracticable” without wars or 
revolutions. To be in favour of an all-European war merely for the sake 
of restoring Poland is to be a nationalist of the worst sort, and to place 
the interests of a small number of Poles above those of the hundreds of 
millions of people who suffer from war. Such, indeed, are the “Fracy” 
(the Right wing of the P.S.P.) who are socialists only in word, and 
compared with whom the Polish Social-Democrats are a thousand times 
right. To raise the question of Poland’s independence today, with the 
existing alignment of the neighbouring imperialist powers, is really to run 
after a will-o’-the-wisp, plunge into narrow-minded nationalism and 
forget the necessary premise of an all-European or at least a Russian and 


* See p. 36 of this book.—Ed. 


HE DISCUSSION ON SELF-DETERMINATION SUMMED UP 49 


a German revolution. To have put forward in 1908-14. freedom of 
coalition in Russia as an independent slogan would also have meant 
running after a will-o’-the-wisp, and would, objectively, have helped the 
Stolypin labour party (now the Potresov-Gvozdyov party, which, 
incidentally, is the same thing). But it would be madness to remove free- 
dom of coalition in general from the programme of Social-Democracy ! 

A third and, perhaps, the most important example. We read in the 
Polish theses (HI, end of § 2) that the idea of an independent Polish 
buffer state is opposed on the grounds that it is an “inane utopia of small 
impotent groups. Put into effect, it would mean the creation of a tiny 
fragment of a Polish state that would be a military colony of one or 
another group of Great Powers, a plaything of their military or economic 
interests, an area exploited by foreign capital, and a battlefield in future 
wars.” This is all very true when used as an argument against the slogan 
of Polish independence today, because even a revolution in Poland alone 
would change nothing and would only divert the attention of the masses 
in Poland from the main thing—the connection between their struggle 
and that of the-Russian and German proletariat. It is not a paradox but 
a fact that today the Polish proletariat as such can help the cause of | 
socialism and freedom, including the freedom of Poland, only by joint 
struggle with the proletariat of the neighbouring countries, against the 
narrow Polish nationalists. ‘The great historical service rendered by the 
Polish Social-Democrats in the struggle against the nationalists cannot 
possibly be denied. 

But these same arguments, which are true from the standpoint of 
Poland’s specific conditions in the present epoch, are manifestly untrue in 
the general form in which they are presented. So long as there are wars, 
Poland will always remain a battlefield in wars between Germany and 
Russia, but this is no argument against greater political liberty (and, there- 
fore, against political independence) in the periods between wars. The 
same applies to the arguments about exploitation by foreign capital and 
Poland’s role as a plaything of foreign interests. The Polish Social- 
Democrats cannot, at the moment, raise the slogan of Poland’s indepen- 
dence, for the Poles, as proletarian internationalists, can do nothing about 
it without stoping, like the ‘“Fracy”, to humble servitude to one of the 
imperialist monarchies. But it is not indifferent to the Russian and 
German workers whether: Poland is independent, or they take part in 
annexing her (and that would mean educating the Russian and German 
workers and peasants in the basest turpitude and their consent to play 
the part of executioner of other peoples). 

The situation is, indeed, bewildering, but there is a way out in which 
all participants would remain internationalists : the Russian and German 
Social-Democrats by demanding for Poland unconditional “freedom to 
secede” ; the Polish Social-Democrats by working for the unity of the 
proletarian struggle in both small and big countries without putting 
forward the slogan of Polish independence for the given epoch or the 
given period. f 


4. Engels’s Letter to Kautsky 


... “In my opinion the colonies proper, i.e., the countries occupied ‘by a 
European population—Canada, the Cape, <Australia—will -all -become 
independent ; on the other hand, the countries inhabited by. a native 
population, which ‘are. simply subjugated—India, Algeria, the Dutch, 


bas 
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Portuguese and Spanish possessions—must be taken over for the time 
being by the proletariat and led as rapidly as possible towards indepen- 
dence. How this process will develop is difficult to say. India will 
perhaps, indeed very probably, make a revolution, and as a proletariat in 
process of self-emancipation cannot conduct any colonial wars, it would 
have to be allowed to run its course ; it would not pass off without all 
sorts of destruction, of course, but that sort of thing is inseparable from 
all revolutions. The same might also take place elsewhere, e.g., in Algeria 
and Egypt, and would certainly be the best thing for us. We shall have 
enough to do at home. Once Europe is reorganised, and Noth America, 
that will furnish such colossal power and such an example that the semi- 
civilised countries will of themselves follow in their wake; economie 


needs, if anything, will see to that. But as to what social and political- 


phases these countries will then have to pass through before they likewise 
arrive at socialist organisation, I think we today can advance only rather 
idle hypotheses. One thing alone is certain : the victorious proletariat can 
force no blessings of any kind upon any foreign nation without under- 
mining its own victory by so doing. Which of course by no means 
excludes defensive wars of various kinds. ... .” (Letter from Engels, quoted 
by Kautsky). 


Engels does not at all suppose that the “economic” alone will directly 
remove all difficulties. An economic revolution will be a stimulus to al! 
peoples to strive for socialism ; but at the same time revolutions—against 
ihe socialist state—and wars are possible. Politics will inevitably adapt 
themselves to the economy, but not immediately or smoothly, not simply, 
not directly. Engels mentions as “certain” only one, absolutely inter- 
nationalist, principle, and this he applies to all “foreign nations’, i.e., not 
to colonial nations only: to force blessings upon them would mean to 
undermine the victory of the proletariat. 


Just because the proletariat has carried out a social revolution it will 
not become holy and immune from errors and weaknesses. But it will be 
inevitably led to realise this truth by possible errors (and selfish interest 
-~attempts to saddle others). 


We of the Zimmerwald Left all hold the same conviction as Kautsky, 
for example, held before his desertion of Marxism for the defence of 
chauvinism in 1914, namely, that the socialist revolution is quite possible 
in the very near future—“any day”, as Kautsky himself once put it. 
National antipathies will not disappear so quickly: the hatred—and 
perfectly legitimate hatred—of an oppressed nation for its oppressor will 
last for a while ; it will evaporate only after the victory of socialism and 
after the final establishment of completely democratic relations between 
nations. If we are to be faithful to socialism we must even now educate 
the masses in the spirit of internationalism, which is impossible in oppres- 
sor nations without advocating freedom of secession for oppressed nations. 


d. The Irish Rebellion of 1916 


Our theses were written before the outbreak of the rebellion, which 
must be the touchstone of our theoretical views. 

The views of the opponents of self-determination lead to the conclu- 
sion that the vitality of small nations oppressed by ‘imperialism has 
already been sapped, that they cannot play any role against imperialism, 
that support of their purely national aspirations will lead to nothing, etc. 
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The imperialist war of 1914-16 has provided facts which refute such 
conclusions. ` - 

The war proved to be an epoch of crisis for the West-European 
nations, and for imperialism as a whole.- Every crisis discards the 
conventionalities, tears away the outer wrappings, sweeps away the 
obsolete and reveals the underlying springs and forces. What has it 
revealed from the standpoint of the movement of oppressed nations ? In 
the colonies there have been a number of attempts at rebellion, which the 
oppressor nations naturally did all they could to hide by means of a 
military censorship. Nevertheless, it is known that in Singapore the 
British brutally suppressed a mutiny among their Indian troops; that 
there were attempts at rebellion in French Annam (see Nashe Slovo‘) 
and in the German Cameroons (see the Junius pamphlet*) ; that in 
Europe, on the one hand, there was a rebellion in Ireland, which the 
“freedom-loving” English, who did not dare to extend conscription to 
Ireland, suppressed by executions, and, on the other, the Austrian 
Government passed the death sentence on the deputies of the Czech 
Diet ‘for treason”, and shot whole Czech regiments for the same 
“crime”. 

This list is, of course, far from complete. Nevertheless, it proves 
that, owing to the crisis of imperialism, the flames of national revolt have 
flared up both in the colonies and in Europe, and that national sympathies 
and antipathies have’ manifested. themselves in spite of the Draconian 
threats and measures of repression. All this before the crisis of imperia- 
lism hit its peak ; the power of the imperialist bourgeoisie was yet to be 
undermined (this may be brought about by a war of “attrition” but has 
not yet happened) and the proletarian movements in the imperialist 
countries were still very feeble. What will happen when the war has 
caused complete exhaustion, or when, in one state at least, the power of 
the bourgeoisie has been shaken under the blows of proletarian struggle, 
as that of tsarism in 1905 ? 

On May 9, 1916, there appeared in Berner Tagwacht, the organ of 
the Zimmerwald group, including some of the Leftists, an article on the 
Irish rebellion entitled “Their Song Is Over” and signed with the initials 
K. R. It described the Irish rebellion as being nothing more nor less. than 
a “putsch”, for, as the author argued, “the Irish question was an agrarian 
one”, the peasants had been pacified by reforms, and the nationalist 
movement remained only a “purely urban, petty-bourgeois movement, 
which, notwithstanding the sensation it caused, had not much social 
backing”. 

It is not surprising that this monstrously doctrinaire and pedantic 
assessment coincided with that of a Russian national-liberal Cadet, Mr. A 
‘Kulisher (Rech No. 102, April 15; 1916), who also labelled the rebellion 
“the Dublin putsch”. 

It is to be hoped that, in accordance with the adage, “it’s an ill wind 
that blows nobody any good”, many comrades, who were not aware of the 
morass they were sinking into by repudiating “self-determination” and by 
treating the national movements of small nations with disdain, will have 


_ their eyes opened by the “accidental” coincidence of opinion held by a 


Social-Democrat and a representative of the imperialist bourgeoisie !! 
The term “putsch”, in its scientific sense, may be employed only 
when the attempt at insurrection has revealed nothing but a circle of 


*See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Moscow, Vol. 22, pp. 305-19.—Ed.. 
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conspirators or stupid maniacs, and has aroused no sympathy among th 
masses. The centuries-old Irish national a lE Kine passed 
through various stages and combinations of class interest, manifested 
Hie im particular, in a mass Irish National Congress in America 
( Ales March 20, 1916) which called for Irish independence ; it also 
ei eee in a fighting conducted: by a section of the urban 
rgeoisie and a section of the workers after a 1 i 
tty | l ; , ong period of mass 
pene ee ee OP e of newspapers, etc. "Whoever als 
i n a “putsch” is either a hardened reacti r 
doċtrinaire hopelessly inca risagi e ea he 
i ane y pable of envisaging a social revolution’as a liv- 
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the colonies in this respect? The struggle of the oppressed nations in 
Europe, a struggle capable of going all the way to insurrection and street 
fighting, capable of breaking down the iron discipline of the army and 
martial law, will “sharpen the revolutionary crisis in Europe” to an 
infinitely greater degree than a much more developed rebellion in a remote 
colony. A blow delivered against the power of the English imperialist 
bourgeoisie by a rebellion in Ireland is a hundred times more significant 
politically than a blow of equal force delivered in Asia or in Africa. 

The French chauvinist press recently reported the publication in 
Belgium of the eightieth issue of an illegal journal, Free Belgium. Of 
course, the chauvinist press of France very often lies, but this piece of 
pews seems to be true. Whereas chauvinist and Kautskyite German 
Social-Democracy has failed to establish a free press for itself during the 
two years of war, and has meekly borne the yoke of military censorship 
(only the Left Radical elements, to their credit be it said, have published 
pamphlets and manifestos, in spite of the censorship)—-an oppressed 
civilised nation has reacted to a military oppression unparalleled in fero- 
city by establishing an organ of revolutionary protest! The dialectics of 
history are such that small nations, powerless as an independent factor 
in the struggle against imperialism, play a part as one of the ferments, one 
of the bacilli, which help the real anti-imperialist force, the socialist 
proletariat, to make its appearance on the scene. 

The general staffs in the current war are doing their utmost to utilise 
any national and revolutionary movement in the enemy camp: the Ger- 
mans utilise the: Irish rebellion, the French—the Czech movement, etc. 
They are acting quite correctly from their own point of view. A serious 
war would not be treated seriously if advantage were not taken of the 
cnemy’s slightest weakness and if every opportunity that presented itself 
were not seized upon, the more so since it is impossible to know before- 
hand at what moment, where, and with what force some powder 
magazine will “explode”. We would be very poor revolutionaries if, in 
the proletariat’s great war of liberation for socialism, we did not know 
how to utilise every popular movement against every single disaster im- 
perialism brings in order to intensify and extend the crisis. If we were, 
on the one hand, to repeat in a thousand keys the declaration that we 
are “opposed” to all national oppression and, on the other, to describe the 
heroic revolt of the most mobile and enlightened section of certain classes 
in an oppressed nation against its oppressors as a “putsch”, we should be 
sinking to the same level of stupidity as the Kautskyites. 

It is the misfortune of the Irish that they rose prematurely, before 
the European revolt of the proletariat had had time to mature, Capitalism 
is not so harmoniously built that the various sources of rebellion can 
immediately merge of their own accord, without reverses and defeats. 
On the other hand, the very fact that revolts do break out at different 
limes, in different places, and are of different kinds, guarantees wide scope 
and depth to the general movement; but it is only in premature, individual, 
sporadic and therefore unsuccessful revolutionary movements that the 
masses gain experience, acquire knowledge, gather strength, and get to 
know their real leaders, the socialist proletarians, and in this way prepare 
for the general onslaught, just as certain strikes, demonstrations, local 
and national, mutinies in the army, outbreaks among the peasantry, etc., 
prepared the way for the general onslaught in 1905. 
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Contrary to the erroneous assertions of the Polish Social-Democrats, 
the demand for the self-determination of nations has played no less a role 
in our Party agitation than, for example, the arming of the people, the 
separation of the church from the state, the election of civil servants by 
the people and other points the philistines have called “utopian”. On the 
contrary, the strengthening of the national movements after 1905 
naturally prompted more vigorous agitation by our Party, including a 
number of articles in 1912-13, and the resolution of our Party in 1913 
gving a precise “anti-Kautskian” definition (i.e., one that does not tolerate 
purely verbal “recognition”) of the content of the point.*... 

Outspoken social-imperialists, such as Lensch, still rail both against 
self-determination and the renunciation of annexations. As for the 
Kautskyites, they hypocritically recognise self-determination—Trotsky and 
Martov are going the same way here in Russia. Both of them, like 
Kautsky, say they favour self-determination. What happens in practice ? 
Take Trosky’s articles “That Nation and the Economy” in Nashe Slovo, 
and you will find his usual eclecticism: on the one hand, the economy 
unites nations and, on the other, national oppression divides them. The 
conclusion ? The conclusion is that the prevailing hypocrisy remains 
unexposed, agitation is dull and does not touch upon what is most 
important, basic, significant and closely connected with practice—one’s 
attitude to the nation that is oppressed by “one’s own” nation. Martov 
and other secretaries abroad simply preferred to forget—a profitable lapse 
of memory !—the struggle of their colleague and fellow-member Semkov- 
sky against self-determination. In the legal press of the Gvozdyovites 
(Nash Golos?) Martov spoke in favour of self-determination, pointing out 
the indisputable truth that during the imperialist war it does not yet 
imply participation, etc., but evading the main thing—he also evades it 
in the illegal, free press !—which is that even in peace time Russia set a 
world record for the oppression of nations with an imperialism that is 
much more crude, medieval, economically backward and militarily 
bureaucratic. The Russian Social-Democrat who “recognises” the self- 
determination of nations more or less as it is recognised by Messrs. 
Plekhanov, Potresov and Co., that is, without bothering to fight for the 


freedom of secession for nations oppressed by tsarism, is in fact an 


imperialist and a lackey of tsarism. 

No matter what the subjective “good” intentions of Trotsky and 
Martov may be, their evasiveness objectively supports Russian social- 
imperialism. The epoch of imperialism has turned all the “great” powers 
into the oppressors of a number of nations, and the development of 
imperialism will inevitably lead to a more definite division of trends in 
this question in international Social-Democracy as well. 


*See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Moscow, Vol. 19, pp. 427-29.—kd. 
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FOR THE SECOND CONGRESS OF THE COMMUNIST 
INTERNATIONAL 


In submitting for discussion by the Second Congress of Communist 
International the following draft theses on the national and the colonial 
questions I would request all comrades, especially those who possess 
concrete information on any of these very complex problems, to let me 
have their opinions, amendments, addenda and concrete remarks in ihe 
most concise form (no more than two or three pages), particularly on the 
following points : 


Austrian experience ; l 

Polish-Jewish and Ukrainian expertence ; 
Alsace-Lorraine and Belgium ; 

E eee Italo-French and Italo-Slav relations ; 
Balkan experience ; 

Eastern peoples ; , 

The struggle against Pan-Islamism ; 

Relations in the Caucasus ; 

The Bashkir and Tatar Republics ; 

Kirghizia ; , 

Turkestan, its experience ; 

Negroes in America ; 

Colonies ; 

China-Korea-Japan. Cee 


June 5, 1920 ; l 

An abstract or formal posing of the problem of equality 1n 
aea and national equality in particular is in the very a r 
hourgeois democracy. Uuder the guise of the equality of the ee P 
in general, bourgeois democracy proclaims the formal or legal een) yo 
the property-owner and the proletarian, the exploiter and the oe A ae 
thereby grossly deceiving the oppressed classes. On the plea a ri 
men are absolutely equal, the bourgeoisie 1s transforming the a o 
equality, which is itself a reflection of relations 1n commodity oe oa 
into a weapon in its struggle against the abolition of classes. a Bs 
meaning of the demand for equality consists 1n its being a demanc OF c 


abolition of classes. 
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(2) In conformity with its fundamental task of combating bourgeois 
democracy and exposing its falseness and hypocrisy, the Communist Party, 
as the avowed champion of the proletarian struggle to overthrow the 
bourgeois yoke, must base its policy, in the national question too, not on 
abstract and formal principles but, first, on a precise appraisal of the 
specific historical situation and, primarily, of economic conditions ; 
second, on a clear distinction between the interests of the oppressed 
classes, of working and exploited people, and the general concept of 
national interests as a whole, which implies the interests of the ruling 
class ; third, on an equally clear distinction between the oppressed, 
dependent and subject nations and the oppressing, exploiting and 
sovereign nations, in order to counter the bourgeois-democratic lies that 
play down this colonial and financial enslavement of the vast majority of 
‘the world’s population by an insignificant minority of the richest and 
advanced capitalist countries, a feature characteristic of the era of finance 
capital and imperialism. 

(3) The imperialist war of 1914-18 has very clearly revealed to all 
nations and to the oppressed classes of the whole world the falseness of 
bourgeois-democratic phrases,* by practically demonstrating that the 
Treaty of Versailles of the celebrated “Western democracies” is an even 
more brutal and foul act of violence against weak nations than was the 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of the German Junkers and the Kaiser. The 
League of Nations and the entire post-war policy of the Entente reveal 
this truth with even greater clarity and distinctness. They are every- 
where intensifying the revolutionary struggle both of the proletariat in the 
advanced countries and of the toiling masses in the colonial and depen- 
dent countries. They are hastening the collapse of the petty-bourgeois 
nationalist illusions that nations can live together in peace and equality 
under capitalism. 

(4) From these fundamental premises it follows that the Communist 
International’s entire policy on the national and the colonial questions 
should rest primarily on a closer union of the proletarians and the working 
masses of all nations and countries for a joint revolutionary struggle to 
overthrow the landowners and the bourgeoisie. This union alone will 
guarantee victory over capitalism, without which the abolition of national 
oppression and inequality is impossible. 


* Both sides used phrases about national liberation and the right of national self- 
determination to make good their case, but treaties of Brest-Litovsk and Bucharest 
on one side, and the treaties of Versailles and St. Germain ruthlessly determine ‘national’ 
frontiers in accordance with their economic interests. Even ‘national’ fronticrs are 
cbjects of barter for the bourgeoisie. The So-called League of Nations is nothing but 
the insurance contract by which the victors in the war mutually guarantee each other’s 
spoils. For the bourgeoisie, the desire to re-establish national unity, to ‘re-unite with 
the ceded parts of the country’, is nothing but an attempt of the defeated to assemble 
forces for new, wars. The reunification of nations artificially torn apart is: also in 
accordance with the interests of the proletariat ; but the proletariat can attain genuine 
national freedom and unity: only by means of revolutionary struggle and after the down- 
fall of the bourgeoisie. The League of Nations and the entire post-war policy of the 
imperialist States disclose this truth even more sharply and clearly, everywhere intensify- 
ing the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat of the advanced countries and of the 
labouring classes in the colonies and dependent countries, accelerating the destruction 
of petty-bourgeois national illusions about the possibility of peaceful co-existence and of 
the equality of nations under capitalism. 
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(5) The world political situation has now placed the dictatorship of 
the proletariat on the order of the day. World political developments | 
are of necessity concentrated on a single focus—the struggle of the world 


‘bourgeoisie against the Soviet Russian Republic, around which are 


inevitably grouped, on the one hand, the Soviet movements of the advanced 
workers in all countries, and, on the other, all the national liberation 
movements in the colonies and among the oppressed nationalities, who are 
learning from bitter experience that their only salvation lies in the Soviet 
system’s victory over world imperialism. 


(6) Consequently, one cannot at present confine oneself to a bare 
recognition or proclamation of the need for closer union between the 
working people of the various nations; a policy must be pursued that will 
achieve the closest alliance, with Soviet Russia, of all the national: and 
colonial liberation movements. The form of this alliance, should be 
determined by the degree of development of the communist movement in 
the proletariat of each country, or of the bourgeois-democratic liberation 
movement of the workers and peasants in backward countries or among 
backward nationalities. 


(7) Federation is a transitional form to the complete unity of the 
working people of different nations. The feasibility of federation. has 
already been demonstrated in practice both by the relations between the 
R.S.F.S.R. and other Soviet Republics (the Hungarian, Finnish** and 
Latvian* in the past, and the Azerbaijan and Ukrainian at present), and 
by the relations within the R.S.F.S.R. in respect of nationalities -which 
formerly enjoyed neither statehood nor autonomy (e.g., the Bashkir and 
Tatar autonomous republics in the R.S.F.S.R., founded in 1919 and 1920 
respectively). 


(8) In this respect, it is the task of the Communist International to 


further develop and also to study and test by experience these new 


federations, which are arising on the basis of the Soviet system and the 
Soviet movement. In recognising that federation is a transitional form 
to complete unity, it is necessary to strive for ever closer federal unity, 


-bearing in mind, first, that the Soviet republics, surrounded as they are by 


the imperialist powers of the whole world--which from the military stand- 
point are immeasurably stronger—cannot possibly continue to exist with- 
out the closest alliance ; second, that a close economic alliance between 


the Soviet republics is necessary, otherwise the productive forces which 


have been ruined by imperialism cannot be restored and the well-being 
of the working people cannot be ensured; third, that there is a tendency 
towards the creation of a single world economy, regulated by the prolet- 
ariat of all nations as an integral whole and according to a common plan. 
This tendency has already revealed itself quite clearly: under capitalism 
and is bound to be further developed and consummated under socialism. 


(9) The Communist International’s national policy in the sphere of 
relations within the state cannot be restricted to the bare, formal, purely 
declaratory and actually noncommittal recognition of the equality of 
nations to which the bourgeois democrats confine themselves-—both :those 
who frankly admit being such, and those who assume the name of :socia- 
lists (such as the socialists of the Second International). 


In -all their propaganda and -agitation—both within parliament and 
8. 
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outside it—the Communist parties must consistently expose that constant 
violation of the equality of nations and of the guaranteed rights of 
national minorities which is to be seen in all capitalist countries, despite 
their “democratic” constitutions. It is also necessary, first, constantly to 
explain that only the Soviet system is capable of ensuring genuine equality 
of nations, by uniting first the proletarians and then the whole mass of 
the working population in the struggle against the bourgeoisie; and, second, 
that all Communist parties should render direct aid to the revolutionary 
movements among the dependent and. underprivileged nations (for 
example, Ireland, the American Negroes, etc.) and in the colonies. 


Without the latter condition, which is particularly important, the 
struggle against the oppression of dependent nations and colonies, as well 
as recognition of their right to secede, are but a false signboard, as is 
evidenced by the parties of the Second International. 


(10) Recognition of internationalism in word, and its replacement in 
deed by petty-bourgeois nationalism and pacifism, in all propaganda, 
agitation and practical work, is very common, not only among the parties 
of the Second International, but also among those which have withdrawn 
from it, and often even among parties which now call themselves com- 
munist. The urgency of the struggle against this evil, against the most 
deep-rooted petty-bourgeois national prejudices, looms ever larger with 
the mounting exigency of the task of converting the dictatorship of the 
proletariat from a national dictatorship (i.e., existing in a single country 
and incapable of determining world politics) into an international one 
(ie a dictatorship of the proletariat involving at least several advanced 
countries, and capable of exercising a decisive influence upon world 
politics as a whole). Petty-bourgeois nationalism proclaims as inter- 
nationalism the mere recognition of the equality of nations, and nothing 
more. Quite apart from the fact that this recognition is purely verbal, 
petty-bourgeois nationalism preserves national self-interest intact, whereas 
proletarian internationalism demands, first, that the interests of the pro- 


etarian struggle in any one country should be subordinated to the interests 


of that stuggle on a world-wide scale, and, second, that a nation which is 
achieving victory over the bourgeoisie should be able and willing to make 


the greatest national sacrifices for the overthrow of international capital 


Thus, in countries that are already fully capitalist and have workers’ 
parties that really act as the vanguard of the proletariat, the struggle 
against opportunist and petty-bourgeois pacifist distortions of the. concept 


aud policy of internationalism is a primary and cardinal. task, 


(11) With regard to the more backward states and nations, in which 
feudal or patriarchal and patriarchal-peasant relations predominate, it is 
‚particularly important to bear in mind: 


first, that all Communist parties must assist the bourgeois-democratic 
liberation movement in these countries, and that the duty of rendering the 
most active assistance rests primarily with the workers of the country 
the backward nation is colonially or financially dependent on; i 
second, the need for a struggle against the clergy and other influential 
reactionary and medieval elements in backward countries; ; ; 
third, the need to.combat Pan-Islamism. and similar trends, which 
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strive to combine the liberation movement against European and American 
imperialism with an attempt to strengthen the positions of the khans, 
iandowners, mullahs, etc. ;* 

fourth, the need, in backward countries, to give special support to the 
peasant movement against the landowners, against landed proprietorship, 
and against all manifestations or survivals of feudalism, and to strive to 
fend the peasant movement the most revolutionary character by establish-, 
ing the closest possible alliance between the West-European communist 
proletariat and the revolutionary peasant movement in the East, in the 
colonies, and in the backward countries generally. It is particularly 
necessary to exert every effort to apply the basic principles of the Soviet 
system in countries where pre-capitalist relations predominate—by setting 
up “working people’s Soviets”, etc. ; 

fifth, the need for a determined struggle against attempts to give a 
communist colouring to bourgeois-democratic liberation, trends in the 
backward countries; the Communist International should support 
bourgeois-democratic national movements in colonial and backward 
countries only on condition that, in these countries, the elements of future 
proletarian parties, which will be communist not only in name, are brought 
together and trained to understand their special tasks, i.e., those of the 
struggle against the bourgeois-democratic movements within their own 
nations. The Communist International must enter into a temporary 
alliance with bourgeois democracy in the colonial and backward countries, 
but should not merge with it, and should under all circumstances uphold 
the independence of the proletarian movement even if it is in its most 
embryonic form ; 

sixth, the need constantly to explain and expose among the broadest 
working masses of all countries, and particularly of the backward coun- 
tries, the deception systematically practised by the imperialist powers, 
which,-under the guise of politically independent states, set up states. that 
are wholly dependent upon them economically, financially and militarily.** - 
Under present-day international conditions there’ is no salvation for 
dependent and weak nations except in a union of Soviet republics. 

(12) The age-old oppression of colonial and weak nationalities by the 
imperialist powers has not only filled the working masses of the oppressed 
countries with animosity towards the oppressor nations, but has also 
aroused distrust in these nations in general, even in their proletariat. 
The despicable betrayal of socialism by the majority of the official leaders 
of this proletariat in 1914-19, when “defence of country” was used as a 
social-chauvinist cloak to conceal the defence of the “right” of their 
“own” bourgeoisie to oppress colonies and fleece financially dependent 


to be united” —Ed. 

“It is necessary to struggle against the pan-Islamic and Pan-Asiatic ‘movements and 
similar tendencies, which are trying to combine the liberation struggle against European 
and American Imperialism with the strengthening of the power of Turkish and Japanese 
imperialism and of the nobility, the large landlords, the priests, etc.” 

** A glaring examplt of the deception practised on the working classes of an 
oppressed nation by the combined efforts of Entente imperialism and the bourgeoisie 
of that same nation is offered by the Zionists’ Palestine venture (and by Zionism as a 
whole, which under the pretence of creating a Jewish State in Palestine in fact 
surrenders: the Arab working people of Palestine, where the Jewish workers form only 
a small minority, to exploitation by England). 
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ne These prejudices are bound to 
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advanced countries, and after the entir O i He ace 


The characteristic feature of imperialism consists in the whole world, 
as we now see, being divided into a large number of oppressed nations 
and an insignificant number of oppressor nations, the latter: possessing 
colossal wealth and powerful armed forces. The vast majority of the 
world’s population, over a thousand million, perhaps even 1,250 million 
people, if we take the total population of the world as 1,750 million, in 
other words, about 70 per cent of the world’s population, belong to the 
-oppressed nations, which are either in a state of direct colonial dependence 
or are semi-colonies, as, for example, Persia,Turkey and China, or else, 
conquered by some big imperialist power, have become greatly dependent 
on that power by virtue of peace treaties. This idea of distinction, of 
dividing the nations into oppressor and oppressed, runs through the 
theses, not only the first theses published earlier over my signature, but 
also those submitted by Comrade Roy. The latter were framed chiefly 
from the standpoint of the situation in India and other big Asian 
countries oppressed by Britain. Herein lies their great importance to us. 
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The second basic idea in our theses is that, in the present world situa- 
tion following the imperialist war, reciprocal relations between peoples 
and the world political system as a whole are determined by the struggle 
waged by a small group of imperialist nations against the Soviet move- 
ment and the Soviet states headed by Soviet Russia. Unless we bear that 
in mind, we shall not be able to pose a single national or colonial problem 
correctly, even if it concerns a most outlying part of the world. The 
Communist parties, in civilised and backward countries alike, can pose 
and solve political problems correctly only if they make this postulate 
their starting-point. 


Third, I should like especially to emphasise the question of the 
bourgeois-democratic movement in backward countries. This is a ques- 
tion that has given rise to certain differences. We have discussed 
whether it would be right or wrong, in principle and in theory, to state 
that the Communist International and the Communist parties must 
support the bourgeois-democratic movement in backward countries. As 
a result of our discussion, we have arrived at the unanimous decision to 
| speak of the national-revolutionary movement rather than of the 

“bourgeois-democratic’” movement. It is beyond doubt that any national 

: movement can only be a bourgeois-democratic movement, since the over- 

inode l ' i whelming mass of the population in the backward countries consist of 
: mages uetion, after which i peasants who represent bourgeois-capitalist relationships. It would be 

you a detailed account of the changes we h eg eao, W eine utopain to believe that proletarian parties in these backward countries, if 
will be followed by Comrade Roy ae ie ries ae in the theses. He indeed they can emerge in them, can pursue communist tactics and a 
theses. Our commission have unanimou l doni aa ae supplementary | communist policy, without establishing definite relations with the peasant 
theses, as amended, and the uplen euiar T both the preliminary i movement and without giving it effective support. However, the objec- 
Seana complete unanimity on all major eee nie We have thus tions have been raised that, if we speak of the bourgeois-democratic 
ata! , . shall now make a few movement, we shall be obliterating all distinctions between the reformist 

| “wst, what is the cardinal i Jy: and the revolutionary movements. Yet that distinction has been ver 
-distinction between oppressed ae ee ogur theses ? It is the | clearly revealed of late in the backward and colonial countries, since the 
Ppressor nations. Unlike the Second | imperialist bourgeoisie is doing everything in its power to implant a 
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Comrades, I shall 
( > + Shall confine myself to a brief 
Comrade Maring, who has been secretary to r 


International and geoi : ; 
this age of moa a we emphasise this distinction. In reformist movement among the oppressed nations too. There has been 
the Communist International to egal ee ae opine proletariat and a certain rapprochement between the bourgeoisie of the exploiting 
to proceed from concrete realities Ot f P concrete economic facts and $ countries and that of the colonies, so that very often—perhaps even in 
colonial and national problems, tom abstract postulates, in all } most cases—the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries, while it does 
support the national movement, is in full accord with the- imperialist 
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extensive, but -more and more data will gradually accumulate. It is un- 
questionable that the proletariat of the advanced countries can and should 
give help to the working. masses of the backward countries, and. that the 
backward countries can emerge from their present stage of development 
when the victorious proletariat. of the Soviet Republics extends-a helping 
hand to these masses. and is in a position to give them support. 

There was quite a lively debate on this question in the. commission, 
not only in connection with the theses I signed, but still more in connec- 
tion with Comrade Roy’s theses, which he will defend here, and certain 
amendments to which were unanimously adopted. 


The question was posed as follows : are we to consider as correct the 
assertion that the capitalist stage of economic development is inevitable 
for backward nations now on the road to emancipation and among whom 
a certain advance towards progress is to be seen since the war? We 
replied in the negative. If the victorious revolutionary proletariat 
conducts systematic propaganda among them, and the Soviet governments 
come to their aid with all the means at their disposal—in that event it 
will be mistaken to assume that the backward peoples must inevitably go 
through the capitalist stage of development. Not only should we create 
independent contingents of fighters and party organisations in the colonies 
and the backward countries, not only at once launch propaganda for the 
organisation of peasants’ Soviets and strive to adapt them to the pre-capi- 
talist conditions, but the Communist International should advance the 
proposition, with the appropriate theoretical grounding, that with the aid 
of the proletariat of the advanced countries, backward countries can go 
over to the Soviet system and, through certain stages of development, to 
communism, without having to pass through the capitalist stage. 


The necessary means for this cannot be indicated in advance. These 
will be prompted by practical experience. It has, however, been 
definitely established that the idea of the Soviets is understood by the 
mass of the working people in even the most remote nations, that the 
Soviets should be adapted to the conditions of a pre-capitalist social 
system, and that the Communist parties should immediately begin work 
in this direction in all parts of the world. 

I would also like to emphasise the importance of revolutionary work 
by the Communist parties, not only in their own, but also in the colonial 
countries, and particularly among the troops employed by the exploiting 
nations to keep the colonial peoples in subjection. 

Comrade Quelch of the British Socialist Party spoke of this in our 
commission. He said that the rank-and-file British worker would 
consider it treasonable to help the enslaved nations in their uprisings 
against Britsh rule. True, the Jingoist and chauvinist-minded labour 
aristocrats of Britain and America present a very great danger to social- 
ism, and are a bulwark of the Second International. Here we are 
confronted with the greatest treachery on the part of leaders and workers 
belonging to this bourgeois International. The colonial question has 
been discussed in the Second International as well. The Basle 
Manifesto*® is quite clear on this point, too.. The parties of the Second 
International have pledged themselves to revolutionary action, but they 
have given no sign of genuine revolutionary work or of assistance to the 
exploited and dependent nations in their revolt against the oppressor 
nations. This, I think, applies also to most of the parties that have with- 
drawn from the Second International and wish to join the Third 
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International. We must proclaim this publicly for all to hear, and it is 
irrefutable. We shall see if any attempt is made to deny it. 

All these considerations have formed the basis of our resolutions, 
which undoubtedly are too lengthy but will nevertheless, I am sure, prove 
of use and’ will promote the development and organisation of genuine 
revolutionary work in connection with the national and the colonial ques- 
tions. And that is our principal task. 


Marxism and 
the National Question” 


The period of counter-revolution in Russia brought not only “thunder 
and lightning” in its train, but also disillusionment in the movement and 
lack of faith in common forces. As long as people believed in “a bright 
future,” they fought side by side irrespective of nationality : common 
questions first and foremost! But when doubt crept into. people’s hearts, 
they began to depart, each to his own national tent. Let every man count 
only upon himself! The “national question” first and foremost! 

At the same time a profound upheaval was taking. place in the 


-economic life of the country. The year 1905 had not been in vain: one 


more blow had been struck at the survivals of serfdom in the country- 
side. The series of good harvests which succeeded the famine years, and 
the industrial boom which followed, furthered the progress of capitalism. 
Class differentiation in the countryside, the growth of the towns, the 
development of trade and means of communication all took a big stride 
forward. This applied particularly to the border regions. And it could 
not but hasten the process of economic consolidation of the nationalities 
of Russia. They were bound to be stirred into movyement..... 

The “constitutional regime” established at that time also acted in 
the same direction of awakening the nationalities. The spread of news- 
papers and of literature generally, a certain freedom of the press and 
cultural institutions, an increase in the number of national theatres, and 
so forth, all unquestionably helped to strengthen “national sentiments”. 
The Duma, with its election campaign and political groups, gave fresh 
opportunities for greater activity. of the nations and provided a new and 
wide arena for their mobilisation. i i 

And the mounting wave of militant nationalism above and the series 
of repressive measures taken by the “power that be” in vengeance on the 
border regions for their “love of freedom,” evoked an answering wave of 
nationalism below, which at times took the form of crude chauvinism. 
The spread of Zionism’ among the Jews, the increase of chauvinism in 
Poland, Pan-Islamism among the Tatars, the spread of nationalism among 
the Armenians, Georgians and Ukrainians, the general swing of the 
philistine towards anti-Semitism—all these are generally. known facts.’ 

The wave of nationalism swept onwards with increasing force, 
threatening to engulf the mass of the workers. And the more the move- 
ment for emancipation declined, the more plentifully nationalism pushed 
forth its blossoms, 

At this difficult time Social-Democracy had a high mission—to resist 
nationalism and to protect the massses from the general “epidemic.” For 
Social-Democracy, and Social-Democracy alone, could do this, by coun- 
tering nationalism with the tried: weapon of internationalism, with the 
unity and indivisibility of the class struggle. And the more powerfully 
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the wave of nationalism advanced, the louder had to be the call of Social- 
Democracy for fraternity and unity among the proletarians of all the 
nationalities of Russia. And in this connection particular firmness was 
demanded of the Social-Democrats of the border regions, who came into 
direct contact with the nationalist movement. 

But not all Social-Democrats proved equal to the task—and_ this 
applies particularly to the Social-Democrats of the border regions. The 
Bund, which had previously laid stress on the common tasks, now began 
to give prominence to its own specific, purely nationalist aims: it went 
to the length of declaring “observance of the Sabbath” and “recognition 
of Yiddish” a fighting issue in its election campaign.* The Bund was 
followed by the Caucasus; one section of the Caucasian Social- 
Democrats, which, like the rest of the Caucasian Social-Democrats, had 
formerly rejected ‘“cultural-national autonomy”, are now making it an 
immediate demand.** This is without mentioning the conference of 
the Liquidators, which in a diplomatic way gave its sanction to nationalist 
vacillations. *** 

But from this it follows that the views of Russian Social-Democracy 
on the national question are not yet clear to all Social-Democrats. 

It is evident that a serious and comprehensive discussion of the 
national question is required. Consistent Social-Democrats must work 
solidly and indefatigably against the fog of nationalism, no matter from 
what quarter it proceeds. 


THE NATION 


What is a nation ? 

A nation is primarily a community, a definite community of people. 

This community is not racial, nor is it tribal. The modern Italian 
nation was formed from Romans, Teutons, Etruscans, Greeks, Arabs, and 
so forth. The French nation was formed from Gauls, Romans, Britons, 
Teutons, and so on. The same must be said of the British, the Germans 
and others, who were formed into nations from people of diverse races 
and tribes. 

Thus, a nation is not a racial or tribal, but a historically constituted 
community of people. 

On the other hand, it is unquestionable that the great empires of 
Cyrus and Alexander could not be called nations, although they came to 
be constituted historically and were formed out of different tribes and 
races. They were not nations, but casual and loosely-connected con- 
glomerations of groups, which fell apart or joined together according to 
the victories or defeats of this or that conqueror. 

Thus, a nation is not a casual or ephemeral conglomeration, but a 
stable community of people. 

But not every stable community constitutes a nation. Austria and 
Russia are also stable communities, but nobody calls them nations. What 


*See “Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund.” 
** See “Announcement of the August Conference.” 
*** Ibid, 
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distinguishes a national community from a state commuuity? The fact, 
among others, that a national community is inconceivable without a 
common language, while a state need not have a common language. The 
Czech nation in Austria and the Polish in Russia would be impossible if 
each did not have a common language, whereas the integrity of Russia 
and Austria is not affected by the fact that there are a number of different 
Janguages within their borders. We are referring, of course, to the spoken 
languages of the people and not to the official governmental languages. 

Thus, @ common language is one of the characteristic features of a 
nation. 

This, of course, does not mean that different nations always and 
everywhere speak different languages, or that all who speak one language 
necessarily constitute one nation. A common language for every nation, 
but not necessarily different languages for different nations! There is 
no nation which at one and the same time speaks several: languages, but 
this does not mean that there cannot be two nations speaking the same 
language! Englishmen and Americans speak one language, but they 
do not constitute one nation. The same is true of the Norwegians and 
the Danes, the English and the Irish. 

But why, for instance, do the English and the Americans not con- 
stitute one nation in spite of their common language ? 

Firstly, because they do not live together, but inhabit different terri- 
tories. A- nation is formed only as a result of lengthy and systematic 
intercourse, as a result of people living together generation after genera- 
tion. But people cannot live together for lengthy periods unless they 
have a common territory. Englishmen and Americans originally inha- 
bited the same territory, England, and constituted one nation. Later, one 
section of the English emigrated from England to a new territory, 
America, and there, in the new territory, in the course of time, came to 
form the new American nation. Difference of territory led to the forma- 
lion of different nations. ee Ng oe 

Thus, u common territory is one of the characteristic features of a 
nation. ` 

But this is not al. Common territory does not by itself create a 
nation: This requires, in addition, an internal economic bond to 
weld the various parts of the nation into a single whole. There is no 
such ‘bond between England and America, and so they constitute two 
different nations. But the Americans themselves would not deserve to 
be called a nation were not the different parts of America bound together 
into an economic whole, as a result of division of labour between them, 
the development of means of communication, and so forth. 

Take the Georgians, for instance. The Georgians before the Reform 
inhabited a common territory and spoke one language. Nevertheless, 
they did not, strictly speaking, constitute one nation, for, being split up 
into a number of disconnected principalities, they could not share a com- 
mon economic life ; for centuries they waged war against each other and 
pillaged each other, each inciting the Persians and Turks against the 
other. The ephemeral and casual union of the principalities which some 
successful king sometimes managed to bring about embraced at best a 
superficial administrative sphere, and rapidly disintegrated owing to the 
caprices of the princes and the indifference of the peasants. Nor could it 
be otherwise in economically disunited Georgia... Georgia came on the 
scene as a nation only in the latter half of the nineteenth century, when 
the fall of serfdom and the growth of the economic life of the country, 


65: i SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN 7 


ihe development of means of communication and the rise of capitalism 
introduced division of labour between the various districts of Georgia, 
completely shattered the economic isolation of the principalities’ and 
bound them together into a single whole. i 

The same must be said. of the other nations which have passed 
through the stage of feudalism and have developed capitalism. 

Thus, a common economic life, economic cohesion, is one of the 
characteristic features of a nation. i 

But even this is not all. Apart from the foregoing, one must take 
into consideration the specific spiritual complexion of the people con- 
stituting a nation. Nations differ not only in their conditions of life, but 
also in spiritual complexion, which manifests itself in peculiarities of 
national culture. If England, America and Ireland, which speak one 
language, nevertheless constitute three distinct nations, it is in no small 
measure due to the peculiar psychological make-up which they developed 
from generation to gencration as a result of dissimilar conditions of 
cxistence. i . ' 

Of course, by itself, psychological make-up or, as it is otherwise 
called, “national character,” is something intangible for the observer, but 
in so far as it manifests itself in a distinctive culture common to the 
nation it is something tangible and cannot be ignored. 

Needless to say, “national character” is not a thing that is fixed once 
and for all, but is modified by changes in the conditions of life ; but since 
it exists at every given moment, it Jeaves its impress on the physiognomy 
of the nation. 

Thus, a common psychological make-up, which manifests itself in a 
common culture, is one of the characteristic features of a nation. 

We have now exhausted the characteristic features of a nation. 

A nation is a historically constituted, stable community of people, 
formed on the basis of a common language, territory, economic life, and 
psychological make-up manifested in a common culture. 

It goes without saying that a nation, like every historical pheno- 
menon, is subject to the law of change, has its history, its beginning 
and end. ` 

It must be emphasised that none of the above characteristics taken 
separately is sufficient to define a nation. More than that, it is sufficient 
for a single one of these characteristics to be lacking and the nation 
ceases to be a nation. 

It is possible to conceive of people possessing a common “national 
character” who, nevertheless, cannot be said to constitute’ a single nation 
if they are economically disunited, inhabit different territories, speak 
different languages, and so forth. Such, for instance, are the Russian, 
Galician, American, Georgian and Caucasian Highland Jews, who, in our 
opinion, do not constitute a single nation. 

It is possible to conceive of people with a common territory and 
economic life who nevertheless would not constitute a single nation 
because: they have no common language and no common “national 
character”. Such, for instance, are the Germans and Letts in the Baltic 
region. 

Finally, the Norwegians and the Danes speak one language, but they 
do not constitute a single nation owing to the absence of the other 
characteristics. 

It is only when all these characteristics are present together that we 
have a nation, 
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It might appear that “national character” is not one of the charac- 
teristics but the sole essential characteristic of a nation, and that all the 
other characteristics are, properly speaking, only conditions for the 
development of a nation, rather than its characteristics. Such, for 
instance, is the view held by R. Springer, and more particularly ` by 
O. Bauer, who are Social-Democratic theoreticians on the national 
question well known in Austria. 

Let us examine their theory of the nation. 


According to Springer, “a nation is a union of similarly thinking and similarly 
speaking persons”. It is “a cultural community of modern people no- longer tied to 
the ‘soil’”*. (Our italics). 


Thus, a “union” of similarly thinking and similarly speaking people, 
no matter how disconnected they may be, no matter where they live, 
is a nation. 

Bauer goes even further. 


“What is a nation?” he asks. “Is it a common language which makes people a 
nation? But the English and the Irish....speak the same language without, how- 
ever, being one people; the Jews have no common language and yet are a nation.” aii 


What, then, is a nation ? 
“A nation is a relative community of character. 
But what is character, in this case national character ? 


90K 


National character is “the sum total of characteristics which distinguish the peo- 
ple of one nationality from the people of another nationality—the complex of physi- 


Ea A Jrut ae ; : ah eae 
eal and spiritual characteristics which distinguish one nation from another”. 


Bauer knows, of course, that national character does not drop from 
the skies, and he therefore adds: 


“The character of people is determined by nothing so much as by their desliny 
....A nation is nothing but a community with a common destiny” which, in turn, is 
determined “by the conditions under which people produce their means of subsistence 


and distribute the products of their labour”. ***** 


We thus arrive at the most “complete”, as Bauer calls it, definition 
of a nation: 


“A nation is an aggregate of people bound into a community of character by a 


common destiny”. ****** 


We thus have common national character based on a common 


* See R. Springer, The National Problem, Obshchestvennaya Polza Publishing 
House, 1909, p. 43. 
** Sce O. Bauer, The National Question and Social Democracy, ‘Serp Publish- 
ing House, 1909, pp. 1-2. 
*** Ibid., p. 6. 
**** Ibid., p. 2. 
+e" Thid., pp. 24-25. , 
****** Thid., p. 139, : A E r ie 
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destiny, but not necessarily connected with a common territory, language 
or economic life. i 

But what in that case remains of the nation? What. common 
nationality can there be among people who are economically discon- 
nected, inhabit different territories and from generation to generation 
speak different languages ? 

Bauer speaks of the Jews as a nation, although they “have no com- 
mou language”,* but what. “common destiny” and national cohesion is 
there, for instance, between the Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian and 
American Jews, who are completely separated from one another, inhabit 
different territories and speak different languages ? ' 

The above-mentioned Jews undoubtedly lead. their economic and 
political life in common with the Georgians, Daghestanians, Russians 
and Americans respectively, and they live in the same cultural atmosphere 
as these: this is bound to leave a definite impress on their national 
character ; if there is anything common to them left, it is their religion, 
their common origin and certain relics of the national character. All 
this is beyond question, But how can it be seriously maintained that 
petrified religious rites and fading psychological relics affect the “destiny” 
of these Jews more powerfully than the living. social, economic and cul- 
tural environment that surrounds them’? And it is only on this assump- 
tion that il is possible to speak of the Jews as a single nation at all. 

What then, distinguishes Bauer’s nation from the mystical and self- 
sufficient ‘national spirit” of the spiritualists ? 

Bauer sets up an impassable barrier between the “distinctive feature” 


of nations (national character) and the “conditions” of their life, divorc- - 


ing the one from. the other. But what is national character if not a 
reflection of the. conditions of life, a coagulation of impressions derived 
from environment ? .How can one. limit. the matter to national character 
alone, isolating and divorcing it from the soil that gave rise to it ? 
Further, what indeed distinguished the English nation from the 


American nation at the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the. - 


nineteenth centuries, when America was still known as New England ? 
Not. national character, of course’; for the Americans had originated. from 
England and had brought with them to America not only the English 
language, but also the English national character, which, of-coursé, they 
could not lose so soon; although, under the influence of the new condi- 
lions, they would naturally be developing their own specific character. 
Yet, despite their more or less common character, they at that time 
already constituted a nation distinct from England! Obviously, New 
England as a nation differed then from England as a nation not by .its 
specific national character, or not so much by its national character, as by 
its environment and conditions of life, which were distinct from those of 
England. 

It is therefore clear that there is in fact no single distinguishing 
characteristic of a nation. There is only a sum total of characteristics, 
.of: which, when nations. are compared, sometimes one characteristic 
(national character), sometimes another (language), or sometimes a third 
(territory, economic .conditions), stands out in sharper relief. A nation 
constitutes the combination of all these characteristics taken. together. 

Bauer’s point of view, which identifies a nation with its national 
character, divorces the nation from its soil and converts it into an 
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invisible, self-contained force. The result is not a ‘living and -active 
nation, but something mystical, intangible and supernatural. For, I 
repeat, what sort of nation, for instance, is a Jewish nation which. con- 
sists of Georgian, Daghestanian, Russian, American and other Jews, the 
members of which do not understand each other (since they speak 
different languages), inhabit different parts of the globe, will never see 
each other, and will never act together, whether in time of peace or in 
time of war?! , 
No, it is not for such paper “nations” that Social-Democracy draws 
up its national programme. It can reckon only with real nations, which 
act and move, and therefore insist-on being reckoned with. , 
Bauer is obviously confusing nation, which is a historical category, 
with tribe, which is an ethnographical category. l , 
However, Bauer himself apparently feels the weakness of his posi- 
lion. While in the beginning of his book he definitely declares the Jews 
lo be a nation,* he corrects himself at the end of the book and states 
that “in general capitalist society makes it impossible for them (the 
Jews) to continue as a nation,” ** by causing them to assimilate with 
other nations. The reason, it appears, is that “the Jews have no closed - 
territory of settlement,” *** Whereas the Czechs, for instance, have such 
a territory and, according to Bauer, will survive as a nation. In short, 
the reason lics in the absence of a territory. 
-` By arguing thus, Bauer wanted to prove that the Jewish workers 
cannot demand national autonomy, **** but he thereby inadvertently 
refuted his own theory, which denies that a common territory is one of 
racteristics of a nation. l 
= Boae goes further. In the beginning of his book he definitely 
declares that “the Jews have no common language, and yet are a 
nation” ***** But hardly has he reached p. 130 than he effects a change 
of front and just as definitely declares that “unquestionably, no nation is 
possible without a. common language” ****** (our italics). 
Bauer wanted to prove that “language is the most important instru- 
ment of human intercourse”, ******* but at the same time he inadver- 
tently proved something he did not mean to prove, namely, the unsound- 
ness of his own theory of nations, which denies the significance of a 
E nguage. 
Se ad eee, stitched together by idealistic threads, refutes 
itself. 


THE NATIONAL MOVEMENT 


A nation is not merely a historical category but a historical category 
belonging to a definite epoch, the epoch of rising capitalism. The 
*See p. 2 of his book. 

** Ibid., p. 389. os pe 
*** Ibid., p. 388. ! . 
** Ibid, p. 396. l l 
seer Ibid, p. 2. ' j Pg ed 
cama Ibid, p. 130. ; ash 
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process of elimination of feudalism and development of capitalism is at the 
same time a process of the constitution of people into nations. 
instance, was the case in Western Europe. The British, French, Ger- 
mans, Italians and others were formed into nations at the time of the 
victorious advance of capitalism and its triumph over feudal disunity. 

But the formation of nations in those instances at the same time 
signified their conversion into independent national states. The British, 
French and other nations are at the same time British, etc., states. 
Ireland, which did not participate in this process, does not alter the 
general picture. 

Matters proceeded somewhat differently in Eastern Europe. Whereas 
in the West nations developed into states, in the East multi-national 
states were formed, states consisting of several nationalities. Such are 
Austria-Hungary and Russia. In Austria, the Germans proved to be poli- 
tically the most developed, and they took it upon themselves to unite the 
Austrian nationalities into a state. In Hungary, the most adapted for 


state organisation were the Magyars—the core of the Hungarian nationa-- 


lities—and it was they who united Hungary. In Russia, the uniting of 
the nationalities was undertaken by the Great Russians, who were headed 
by a historically formed, Power and well-organised aristocratic military 
bureaucracy. 

That was how matters proceeded in the East, 


This special method of formation of states could take place only 


where feudalism had not yet been eliminated, where capitalism was 
feebly developed, where the nationalities which had been forced into the 
background had not yet been able to consolidate themselves coouonmenily 
into integral nations. 

But “capitalism also began to develop in the Eastern slates: Trade 
and means of communication were developing. Large towns were 
springing up. The nations were becoming economically consolidated. 
Capitalism, erupting into the tranquil life of the nationalities which had 
been pushed into the background, was arousing them and stirring them 
into action. The development of the press and the theatre, the activity 
of the Reichsrat (Austria) and of the Duma (Russia) were helping to 
strengthen “national sentiments”. The intelligentsia that had arisen was 
being imbued with “the national idea” and was acting in the same 
direction..... 

But the nations which had been pushed into the background and 
had now awakened to independent life, could no longer form themselves 
into independent ‘national states; they encountered on their path the 
very powerful resistance of the ruling strata of the dominant nations, 
which had long ago assumed the control of the state. They were 
too late!... l ; 

In this way the Czechs, Poles, etc., formed themselves into nations 
in Austria; the Croats, etc., in Hungary; the Letts, Lithuanians, 
Ukrainians, Georgians, Armenians, ctc., in Russia. What had been an 
exception in Western Europe (Ireland) became the rule in the East. 

In the West, Ireland responded to its. exceptional position by a 
national movement. In the East, the awakened nations were bound to 
respond in the same fashion. 

Thus arose the circumstances which impelled the young nations of 
Fastern Europe on to the path of struggle. 

THe struggle began and flared up, to be sure, not between nations as 
a whole, but between the ruling classes of the dominant nations and of 


Such, for 
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those that had been pushed into. the background. The struggle is 
usually. conducted by the urban petty bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation 
against the big bourgeoisie of the dominant nation (Czechs and Ger- 
mans), or by the rural bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation against the 
landlords of the dominant nation (Ukrainians in Poland), or by the whole 
“national” bourgeoisie of the oppressed nations against the ruling nobility 
of the dominant nation (Poland, Lithuania and the Ukraine in Russia). 

The bourgeoisie plays the leading role. ; 

The chief problem for the young bourgeoisie is the problem of the 
market. Its aim is to sell its goods and to emerge victorious from com- 
petition with the bourgeoisie of a different nationality. Hence its desire 
to secure its “own”, its “home” market. The market is the first school in 
which the bourgeoisie learns its nationalism. 

But matters are usually not confined to the market. The semi-feudal, 
semi-bourgeois bureaucracy of the dominant nation intervenes in the 
struggle with its own methods of “arresting and preventing.” The 
bourgeoisie—whether big or small—of the dominant nation is able to 
deal more “swiftly” and “decisively” with its competitor. “Forces” are 
united and a series of restrictive measures is put into operation against 
the “alien” bourgeoisie, measures passing into acts of repression. The 
struggle spreads from the economic sphere to the political sphere. 
Restriction of freedom of movement, repression of language, restriction 
of franchise, closing of schools, religious restrictions, and so on, are piled 
upon the head of the “competitor”. Of course, such measures are 
designed not only in the interest of the bourgeois classes of the 
dominant nation, bul also in furtherance of the specifically caste aims, 
so to speak, of the ruling bureaucracy. But from the point of view of 
the results achieved this is quite immaterial; the bourgeois classes and 
the bureaucracy in this matter go hand in hand-—whether it be in Austria- 
Hungary or in Russia. 

The bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation, repressed on every hand, is 
naturally stirred into movement. It appeals to its “native folk” and 
begins to shout about the “fatherland”, claiming that its own cause is 
the cause of the nation as a whole. It recruits itself an army from among 
its “countrymen” in the interests of... the “fatherland”. Nor do the 
“folk” always remain unresponsive to its appeals; they rally around its 
banner: the repression from above affects them too and provokes their 
discontent. 

Thus the national movement begins. 

The strength of the national movement is determined by the degree 
to which the wide strata of the nation, the proletariat and peasantry, 
participate in it. i, aie Pe 

Whether the proletariat rallies to the banner of bourgeois national- 
ism depends on the degree of development of class antagonisms, on the 
class consciousness and degree of organisation of the proletariat. The 
class-conscious proletariat has its own tried banner, and has no need to 
rally to the banner of the bourgeoisic. 

As far as the peasants are concerned, their participation in the 
national movement depends primarily on the character of the repressions. 
If the repressions affect the “land”, as was the case in Ireland, then the 
mass of the peasants immediately rally to the banner of the national 
movement. - 

On the other hand, if, for example, there is no scrious anti-Russian 
nationalism in Georgia, it is primarily because there are neither Russian 
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landlords nor a Russian big bourgeoisie there to supply the fuel for such 
nationalism among the masses. In Georgia there is anti-Armenian 
nationalism ; but this is because there is still an Armenian big bourgeoisie 
there which, by getting the better of the small and still unconsolidated 
Georgian bourgeoisie, drives the latter to anti-Armenian nationalism. 

Depending on these factors, the national movement either assumes 
a mass character: and steadily grows (as in Ireland and Galicia), or is 
converted into a series of petty collisions, degenerating into squabbles and 
“fights” over signboards (as in some of the small towns of Bohemia). 

The content of the national movement, of course, cannot everywhere 
be the same: it is wholly determined by the diverse demands made by 
the movement. In Ireland the movement bears an agrarian character ; 
in Bohemia it bears a “language” character ; in one place the demand is 
for civil equality and religious freedom, in another for the nation’s “own” 
officials, or its own Diet. The diversity of demands not infrequently 
ieveals the diverse features which characterise a nation in general 
(language, territory, etc.). It is worthy of note that we never meet with 
a demand based on Bauer’s all-embracing “national character”. And 
this is natural: “national character” in itself is something intangible, and, 
as was correctly remarked by J. Strasser, “a politician can’t do anything 
with it”. * 

Such, in general, are the forms and character of the national 
movement, l 

From what has been said it will be clear that the national struggle 
under the conditions of rising capitalism is a struggle of the bourgeois 
classes among themselves. Sometimes the bourgeoisie succeeds in draw- 
ing the proletariat into the nalional movement, and then the national 
struggle externally assumes a “nation-wide” character. But this is so 
only externally. In its essence it is always a bourgeois struggle, one that 
is to the advantage and profit mainly of the bourgeoisie. 

But it does not by any means follow that the proletariat should not 
put up a fight against the policy of national oppression. 

Restriction of freedom of movement, disfranchisement, repression of 
language, closing of schools, and other forms of persecution affect the 
workers no less, if not more, than the bourgeoisie. Such a state of affairs 
can only serve to retard the free development of the intellectual forces of 
the proletariat of subject nations. One cannot speak seriously of a full 
development of the intellectual faculties of the Tatar or Jewish worker if 
he is not allowed to use his native language at meetings and lectures, and 
if his schools are closed down. 

But the policy of nationalist persecution is dangerous to the cause of 
the proletariat also on another account. It diverts the attention of large 
strata from social questions, questions of the class struggle, to national 
questions, questions “common” to the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. 
And this creates a favourable soil for lying propaganda about “harmony 
of interests”, for glossing over the class interests of the proletariat and 
for the intellectual enslavement of the workers. This creates a serious 
obstacle to the cause of uniting the workers of all nationalities. If a con- 
siderable proportion of the Polish workers are still in intellectual bondage 
to the bourgeois nationalists, if they still stand aloof from the interna- 
tional labour movement, if is chiefly because the age-old anti-Polish policy 


*See his Der Arbeiter und die Nation, 1912, p. 33. 
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of the “powers that be” creates the soil for this bondage and hinders the 
emancipation of the workers from it. , ea 

But the policy of persecution does not stop there. It not infrequen y 
passes from a “system” of oppression to a “system of inciting mations 
against each other, to a “system” of massacres and pogroms. Of course, 
the latter system is not everywhere and always possible, but where it is 
possible—in the absence of elementary civil rights—it frequently mee 
horrifying proportions and threatens to drown the cause of unity O the 
workers in blood and tears. The Caucasus and- south Russia furnish 
numerous examples. “Divide and rule” —such is the purpose of si 
policy of incitement. And where such a policy succeeds, it is a tr emend- 
vus evil for the proletariat and a serious obstacle to the cause of uniting 
ihe workers of all the nationalities in the state. i , 

But the workers are interested in the complete amalgamation of all 
their fellow-workers into a single international army, in their speedy and 
final emancipation from intellectual bondage to the bourgeoisie, and in 
the full and free development of the intellectual forces of their brothers, 
\ nation they may belong to. 
a a eia cnbi and will continue to combat the poliev 
vf national oppression in all ils forms, from the most subtle to E ret 
crude, as well as the policy of inciting nations against each other in all 

forms. 
sa pee ee in all countries therefore proclaims the right of 
pation self-determination. oe 
Paice right of self-determination means that only the nation ete has. 
the right to determine its destiny, that no one has the right forci bly to 
interfere in the life of the nation, to destroy its schools and other institu- 
tions, to violate its habits and customs, to repress its language, or curtail 
v E of course, does not mean that Social-Democracy will support 
every custom and institution of a nation. While combating the coercion 
of any nation, it will uphold only the right of the nation itself to deter- 
mine its own destiny, at the same time agitating against harmful customs 
and institutions of that nation in order to enable the toiling strata of the 
nation to emancipate themselves from them. 


The right of self-determination means that a nation may orig 
its life in the way it wishes. It has the right to arrange its life on i 
basis of autonomy. It has the right to enter into federal relations with 
other nations. It has the right to complete secession. Nations are 
sovereign, and all nations have equal rights. 


This, of course, does not mean that Social-Democracy will support 
- every demand of a nation. A nation has the right even to return to at 
old order of things; but this does not mean that Social-Democracy wi 
subscribe to such a decision if taken by some institution of a particular 
nation. The obligations of Social-Democracy, which defends the interests 
of the proletariat, and the rights of a nation, which consists of various 
classes, are two different things. 

In fighting for the right of nations to self-determination, the aim of 
Social-Democracy is to put an end to the policy of national oppression, 
lo render it impossible, and thereby to remove the grounds of strife bet- 
ween nations, to take the edge off that strife and reduce it to a Minimum. 

This is what essentially distinguishes the policy of the class- 
conscious proletariat from the policy of the bourgeoisie, which attempts 
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lo aggravate and fan the nationa r : 
ihe national woveinear ational struggle and to prolong and sharpen 
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7 oe P reduce the national struggle to a minimum, to a 
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proletariat cannot rally under the 
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ally a bourgeois 
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u a ia ey h determine its own destiny. It has the 

i £ ; e as it sees fit, witl i 

oa A oa nations. That is beyond ieee Na AA cee 

ut how exactly should it arrange it n li 

l xaci it a ge its own life, what for 

ae canes take, if the interests of the majority a eens 
» above all, of the proletariat are to be borne in mind ? a 
A nation has the right to i 

even has the right to secede. 


: E aan aaea sat that autonomy, or separation, will everywhere 
lw vantageous for a nation, i.e., for its majori i 

the toiling strata. The Transcaucasian Tatars a Calon aie eae 

let us say, in their Diet and 
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* See Bauer's book, p. 166, 
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More than that; conditions, like everything else, change, and a deci- 
sion which is correct at one particular time may prove to be entirely 
unsuitable at another. 

In the middle of the nineteenth century Marx was in favour of the 
secession of Russian Poland ; and he was right, for it was then a question 
of emancipating a higher culture from a lower culture that was destroy- 
ing it. And the question at that time was not only a theoretical one, an 
academic question, but a practical one, a question of actual reality..... 

At the end of the nineteenth century the Polish Marxists were already 
declaring against the secession of Poland ; and they too were right, for dur- 
ing the fifty years that had elapsed profound changes had taken place, 
bringing Russia and Poland closer economically and culturally. Moreover, 
during that period the question of secession had been converted from a 
practical matter into a matter of academic dispute, which excited nobody 
except perhaps intellectuals abroad. . 

This, of course, by no means precludes the possibility that certain 
internal and external conditions may arise in which the question of the 
secession of Poland may again come on the order of the day. 

The solution of the national question is possible only in connection 
with the historical, conditions taken in their development. 

The economic, political and cultural conditions of a given nation 
constitute the only key to the question how a particular nation ought to 
arrange its life and what forms its future constitution ought to take. It 
is possible that a specific solution of the question will be required for 
each nation. If the dialectical approach to a question is required any- 
where it is required here, in the national question. 

In view of this we must declare our decided opposion to a certain 
very widespread, but very summary manner of “solving” the national 
question, which owes its inception to the Bund. We have in mind the 
easy method of referring to Austrian and South-Slav * Social-Democracy, 
which has supposedly already solved the national question and whose 
solution the Russian Social-Democrats should simply borrow. It is 
assumed that whatever, say, is right for Austria is also right for Russia. 
The most important and decisive factor is lost sight of here, namely, the 
concrete historical conditions in Russia as a whole and in the life of each 
of the nations inhabiting Russia in particular. 

Listen, for example, to what the well-known Bundist, V. Kossovsky, 
Says: 

“When at the Fourth Congress of the Bund the principles of the question (ie., the 
national question-J. St.) were discussed, the proposal made by one of the members of 
the congress to settle the question in the spirit of the resolution of the South-Slav 
Social-Democratic Party met with general approval”. ** 


And the result was that “the congress unanimously adopted”... 
national autonomy. 

And that was all! No analysis of the actual conditions in Russia, 
no investigation of the condition of the Jews in Russia. They first 
borrowed the solution of the South-Slav Social-Democratic Party, then 
they “approved” it, and finally they “unanimously adopted” it! This is 
the way the Bundists present and “solve” the national question in 


Russia... . 


* South-Slav Social-Democracy operates in the Southern part of Austria. 
** See V. Kossoysky, Problems of Nationality, 1907, pp. 16-17. 
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As a maller of fact, Austria and Russi irely di 
As : t, ssia represent entirely different 
conditions. This explains why the Social-Democrats in Austria, when 
they adopted their national programme at Brünn i 
the resolution of the South-Slav Social-Democratic Party (with certain 
E EDENS it is true), approached the question in an 
enlirely non-kussian way, so to speak. an f x 2d it i 
nent Risen aT y I , and, of course, solved it in a 

First, as to the presentation of the question. 
presented by the Austrian theoreticians of cultur 
ihe interpreters of the Briinn nation 
the South-Slav Social-Democratic P 


How is the question 
al-national autonomy, 
al programme and the resolution of 
arty, Springer and Bauer ? 


“Whether a multi-national state is Possible” 


» says Springer, “and whether, in parti- 
cular, the Austrian nationalities ee 


are obliged to form a single political entily, is a question 
we shall not answer here but shall assume to be settled. 
concede this possibility and hecessily, our investig 

i : 8 
Our theme is as follows: 


For anyone who will not 
ation will, of course, be purposeless, 
inasmuch as these nations are obli i 
p 4 ged to live together, what 
legal forms will enable them zo live together i i i 
e gether in the best possible way 9” (Springer’s 
Thus, the rting int i i i i i 
aoe e starting point is the state integrity of Austria, 
auer says the same thing. 
“We therefore start from’ the assumption th 


at the Austrian nations will remain i 
as un in 
the same state union in which they exisl at pres 


ent and inquire how the nations withi 
l 1 i i s within 
this union will arrange their relations among themselves and to the state”. ** 


Here again the first thing is the integrity of Austria. 
bi, Can Russian Social-Democracy present the question in this way ? No, 
F e oe T because from the very outset it holds the view 
e right of nations to self-determinatio ir i i 
ee cies ion, by virtue of which a nation 
Even the Bundist Goldblatt admitte 
; l d at the Second Congress of 
ee Social-Democracy that the latter could not abandon the standpoint 
of sclf-determination. Here is what Goldblatt said on that occasion : 


“Nothing can be said against the right of self-determination, 


E l If any nation is 
striving for independence, we must not oppose it. 


; l ! gen If Poland does not wish to enter 
inlo ‘lawful wedlock’ with Russia, it is not for us to interfere with her” 


All this is true. But it follows that i i i 

; ue. the starting points of the Austrian 
oe a far from being identical, are diametrically 

: ‘ter this, can there be any question of b i iona 
programme of the Austrians ? A R S EENS 
i ee the Austrians hope to achieve the “freedom of nationali- 
a a means of petty reforms, by slow steps. While they propose 
cultural-national autonomy as a practical measure, they do not count on 
any radical change, on a democratic movement for liberation, which they 
do not eyen contemplate. The Russian Marxists, on the other hand, 


associate the “freedom of nationalities” with a probable radical change, 


with a democratic movement for liberation, having no grounds for counting 


on reforms. And this essentiall alters matt i ` r 
fate of the nations of Russia. E EREA TE 


"See Springer, The National Problem, p. 14. 
we F 
Sce Bauer, The National Question and Social-Democracy, p. 399. 
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“Of course”, says Bauer, “there is little probability ihat national autonomy will be 
the result of a great decision, of a bold action. Austria will develop towards national 
autonomy step by step, by a slow process of development, in the course of a severe 
struggle, as a consequence of which legislation and administration will be in a state of 
chronic paralysis. The new constitution will not be created by a great legislative act, 
but by a multitude of separate enactments for individual provinces and individual 
‘communitits”’. * 


Springer says the same thing. 


“I am very well aware”, he writes, “that institutions of this kind (i.e, organs of 
national aulonomy—J. St.) are not created in a single year or a single decade. The 
reorganisation of the Prussian administration alone took considerable time... .It took 
the Prussians two decades finally to establish their basic administrative institutions. Let 
uobody think that I harbour any illusions as to the time required and the difficulties to 
be overcome in Austria.”’** 

All this is very definite. But can the Russian Marxists avoid associat- 
ing the national question with “bold action’? Can they count on partial 
reforms, on “a multitude of separate enactments” as a means for achieving 
the “freedom of nationalities”? But if they cannot and must not do so, is 
it not clear that the methods of struggle of the Austrians and the Russians 
and their prospects must be entirely different? How in such a state of 
affairs can they confine themselves to the one-sided, milk-and-water 
cultural-national autonomy of the Austrians? One or the other: either 
those who are in favour of borrowing do not count on “bold actions” in 
Russia or they do count on such actions but “know not what they do.” 

Finally, the immediate tasks facing Russia and Austria are entirely 
different and consequently dictate different methods of solving the national 
question. In Austria parliamentarism prevails, and under present condi- 
tions no development in Austria is possible without parliament. But 
parliamentary life and legislation in Austria are frequently brought to a 
complete standstill by severe conflicts between the national parties. That 
explains the chronic political crisis from which Austria has for a long time 
been suffering. Hence, in Austria the national question is the very hub 
of political life; it is the vital question. It is therefore not surprising that 
the Austrian Social-Democratic politicians should first of all try in one way 
or another to find a solution for the national conflicts—of course on the 
basis of the existing parliamentary system, by parliamentary methods.... 

Not so with Russia. In the first place in Russia “there is no parlia- 
ment, thank God”.®° In the second place—and this is the main point—the 
hub of the political life of Russia is not the national but the agrarian 
question. Consequently, the fate of the Russian problem, and, accordingly, 
the “liberation” of the nations too, is bound up in Russia with the solution 
of the agrarian question, i.e., with the destruction of the relics of feudalism 
ie. with the democratisation of the country. That explains why in 
Russia the national question is not an independent and decisive one, but 
a part of the general and more important question of the emancipation 
of the country. 


“The barrenness of the Austrian parliament”, writes Springer, “is precisely to 
the fact that every reform gives rise to antagonisms within the national parties which 

* See Bauer, The National Question, p. 422, 

** See Springer, The National Problem, pp. 281-82, 
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may affect their unity. The leaders of the parties, therefore, avoid everything that 
smacks of reform. Progress in Austria is generally conceivable only if the nations are 
granted indefeasible legal rights which will relieve them of the necessity of constantly 
maintaining national militant groups in parliament and wiil enable them to turn their 
attention to the solution of economic and social problems’’.* 


Bauer says the same thing. 


“National peace is indispensable first of all for the state. The state cannot permit 
legislation to be brought to a standstill by the very stupid question of language or by 
every quarrel between excited people on a linguistic frontier, or over every new 
school, ** 


All this is clear. But it is no less clear that the national question in 
Russia is on an entirely different plane. It is not the national, but the 
agrarian question that decides the fate of progress in Russia. The natio- 
nal question is a subordinate one. 

And so we have different presentations of the question, different 
prospects and methods of struggle, different immediate tasks. Is it not 
clear that, such being the state of affairs, only pedants who “solve” the 
national question without reference to space and time can think of adop- 
ling examples from Austria and of borrowing a programme? 

To repeat: the concrete historical conditions as the starting point, and 
the dialectical presentation of the question as the only correct way of 
presenting it—such is the key to solving the national question. 


CULTURAL-NATIONAL AUTONOMY 


We spoke above of the formal aspect of the Austrian national 
programme and of the methodological grounds which make it impossible 
for the Russian Marxists simply to adopt the example of Austrian Social- 
Democracy and make the latter’s programme their own. 

Let us now examine the essence of the programme itself. 

What then is the national programme of the Austrian Social- 
Democrats? 

It is expressed in two words: cultural-national autonomy. 

This means, firstly, that autonomy would be granted, let us say, not 
to Bohemia or Poland, which are inhabited mainly by Czechs and Poles, 
Lut to Czechs and Poles generally, irrespective of territory, no matter what 
part of Austria they inhabit. 

That is why this autonomy is called national and not territorial. 

It means, secondly, that the Czechs, Poles, Germans, and so on, 
scattered over the various paris of Austria, taken personally, as individuals, 
are to be organised into integral nations, and are as such to form part of 
the Austrian state. In this way Austria would represent not a union of 
autonomous regions, but a union of autonomous nationalities, constituted 
irrespective of territory. 

* See Springer, The National Problem, p. 36. 

** See Bauer, The National Question, p. 401. 
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It means, thirdly, that the national institutions which are to be created 
for this purpose for the Poles, Czechs, and so forth, are to have jurisdic- 
lon only over “cultural,” not “political” questions. Specifically political 
questions would be reserved for the Austrian parliament (the Reichsrat). 

That is why this autonomy is also called cultural, cultural-national 
autonomy. 

And here is the text of the programme adopted by the Austrian Social- 
Democratic Party at the Brünn Congress in 1899.* 


Having referred to the fact that “national dissension in Austria is` 


hindering political progress,’ that. “the final solution of the national 
question .... is primarily a cultural necessity,” and that “the solution is 
possible only in a genuinely democratic society, constructed on the basis 
of universal, direct and equal suffrage,” the programme goes on to say: 


“The preservation and development of the national peculiarities**.of the peoples 
vf Austria is possible only on the basis of equal rights and by avoiding all oppression. 
Hence, all bureaucratic state centralism and the feudal privileges of individual provinces 
must first of all be rejected. . . 

“Under these conditions, aud only under these conditions, will it be possible to 
establish national order in Austria in place of national, dissension, namely, on the follow- 
ing principles : 

“1. Austria must be transformed into a democratic state federation of nalionalities. 

“2. The historical crown provinces must be replaced by nationally delimited self- 
governing corporations, in each of which legislation and administration shall be 
entrusted to national parliaments elected on the basis of universal, direct and equal 
suffrage. 

“3. All the self-governing regions of one and the same nation must jointly form a 
single national union, which shall manage its national affairs on an absolutely 
autonomous basis. 

“4, The rights of national minorities must be guaranteed by a special law passed 
by the Impcrial Parliament.” 


The programme ends with an appeal for the solidarity of all the 
nations of Austria, *** 

It is not difficult to see that this programme retains certain traces of 
“territorialism”, but that in general it gives a formulation of national auto- 
nomy. It is not without good reason that Springer, the first agitator on 
behalf of cultural-national autonomy, greets it with enthusiasm ;**** 
Bauer also supports this programme, calling it a “theoretical 
victory” ***** for national autonomy; only, in the interests of greater 
clarity, he proposes that Point 4 be replaced by a more definite formula- 
tion, which would declare the necessity of “constituting the national 


* The representatives of the South-Slay Social-Democratic Party. also, voted 
for it. See Discussion of the National Question at the Briinn Congress, 
1906, p. 72. 

**In M. Panin’s Russian translation (see his translation of Bauer’s book), 
“national individualities” is given in place of “national peculiarities”. Panin 
translated this passage incorrectly. The word “individuality” is not in the 
German text, which speaks of nationalen Eigenart, i.e. pecularities, which 
is far from being the same things. . 

*** Verhandlungen des Gesamtparteitages in Brünn, 1899. 

**** See Springer, The National Problem, p. 286 
***** See The National Question, p. 549, 
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minority within. each self-governing region into a public corporation” for 
the management of educational and other cultural affairs. + 

Such is the national programme of Ausirian Social-Democracy. 

Let us examine its scientific foundations. 

Let us see how the Austrian Social-Democratic Party’ justifies the 
cultural-national autonomy it advocates. 

Let us turn to the theoreticians of cultural-national autonomy, 
Springer and Bauer. 

The starting point of national autonomy is the conception of a 
nation as a union of individuals without regard to a definite territory. 

“Nationality” according to Springer, “is not essentially connected with territory” ; 
nations are “autonomous unions of persons”.* : 

Bauer also speaks of a nation as a “community of persons” which 
does not enjoy “exclusive sovereignty in any particular region”.** 

But the persons constituting a nation do not always live in one com- 
pact mass ; they are frequently divided into groups, and in that form are 
interspersed among alien national organisms. It is capitalism which 
drives them into various regions and cities in search of a livelihood. But 


when they enter foreign national territories and there form minorities, . 


these groups are made to suffer by the local national majorities in the way 
of restrictions on their language, schools, etc. Hence national conflicts. 
Hence the “unsuitability” of territorial autonomy. The only solution to 
such a situation, according to Springer and Bauer, is to organise. the 
minorities of the given nationality dispersed over various parts of the 
state into a single, general, inter-class national union. Such a union 
alone, in their opinion, can protect the cultural interests of national mino- 
rities, and it alone is capable of putting an end to national discord. 

“Hence the necessity”, says Springer, “to organise the nationalities, to invest them 
with rights and responsibilities”.*** Of course, “a law is easily drafted, but will it be 
effective ?”... “If one, wants to make a law for nations, one must first create the 
nations.” **** “Unless the nationalities are constituted it is impossible to create 
national rights and eliminate national dissension”. ***** 


Bauer expressed himself in the same spirit when he proposed, as 
“a demand of the working class,” that “the minorities should be con- 
stituted into public corporations based on the personal principle.” ****** 

But how is.a nation to be organised? How is one to determine to 
what nation any given individual belongs ? 

“Nationality”, says Springer, “will be determined by certificates; every individual 
domiciled in a given region must declare his affiliation to one of the nationalities of 
that region”, ******* 

“The personal principle,” says Baucr, “presumes that the population will be divided 
into nationalities... On the basis of the free declaration of the adult citizens national 
registers must be drawn up.” ******** 


t Ibid, p. 555. 
* See Springer, National Problem, p. 19. 
** See The National Question, p. 286. 
*** The National Problem, p. 74. 
*** Tbid., pp. 88-89. 
HAeKK Thid., p. 89. 
+t See The National Question, p. 552. 
*+*+*** See The National Problem, p. 226. 
warrt See The National Question, p. 368, 
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Further. 

“All the Germans in nationally homogenous districts”, says Bauer, “and all the Ger- 
mans entered in the national registers in the dual districts will constitute the German 
nation and elect a National Council.’ * 


The same applies to the Czechs, Poles, and so on, 

“The National Council”, according to Springer, “is ‘the cultural parliament of the 
vation, empowered to establish the principles and to grant funds, thereby assuming 
guardianship over national education, national literature, art and science, the formation 
of academies, museums, galleries, theatres,” etc. ** 


Such will be the organisation of a nation and its central institution. 

According to Bauer, the Austrian Social-Democratic Party is striv- 
ing, by the creation of these inter-class institutions “to make national 
culture ...the possession of the whole people and thereby unite all the 
members of the nation into a national-cultural community” *** (our 
italics). 

One might think that all this concerns Austria alone. But Bauer 
does not agree. He emphatically declares that national autonomy is 
essential also for other states which, like Austria, consist of several 
nationalities. 


“In the multi-national state,” according to Bauer, “the working class of all the 
nations opposes the national power policy of the propertied classes with the demand 


for national autonomy.’ **** 


Then, imperceptibly substituting national autonomy for the self- 
determination of nations, he continues : 


“Thus, national autonomy, the scelf-determination of nations, will necessarily 
become the constitutional programme of the proletariat of all the nations in a multi- 
national state.” ***** 

But he goes still further. He profoundly believes that the inter- 
class “national unions” “constituted” by him and Springer will serve as 
a sort of prototype- of the future socialist society. For he knows that 
“the socialist system of society ... will divide humanity into nationally 
delimited communities,” ****** that under socialism there will take place 
“a grouping of humanity into autonomous national communities, = 
that thus, “socialist society will undoubtedly present a checkered picture 
of national unions of persons and territorial corporations,” me Gain 
and that accordingly “the, socialist principle of nationality is | a higher 
synthesis of the national principle and national autonomy. : 

Enough, it would seem... 


*Ibid., p. 375. 
** See The National Problem, p. 234. 
*** See The National Question, p. 553. 

+ Thid, p. 337. 

*#*** Coo The National Question, p. 333. 
+» Tbid, p. 555. 
wt Thid., p. 556. 

saaat Thid, p. 543. 
HERMEN Thid, p. 542, 
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These are the arguments for ral-nati i i 

i works rae oa oe ees cultural-national autonomy as given in 
e first thing that strikes the eye is the entir i li 

absolutely , unjustifiable substitution “or n a E a ue 
determination of nations. One or the other: either Bauer failed to 
understand the Meaning of self-determination, or he did understand it 
but for some reason or other deliberately narrowed its Meaning. For 
there is no doubt (a) that cultural-national autonomy presupposes the 
integrity of the multi-national state, whereas self-determination goes ont- 
side the framework of this integrity, and (b) that self-determination 
endows 4 nation with complete rights, whereas national autonomy 
endows it only with “cultural” rights. That in the first place. i 


In the second place, a combination of international and external; 


conditions is fully possible at some future time by virtue of which one 
or another of the nationalities may decide to` secede from a multi- 
uational state, say from Austria. Did not the Ruthenian Social- 
Democrats | at the Brünn Party Congress announce their readiness to 
unite the “two parts” of their people into one whole ?* What, in such 
a case, becomes of national autonomy, which is “inevitable for the pro- 
oe of all the nations” ? What sort of “solution” of the problem is 
a Dee ely squeezes nations into the Procrustean bed of an 
Further: National autonomy is contrary to th 
development of nations. It calis for the EE A a rans ae 
can they be artificially welded together if life, if economic development 
lears whole groups from them and disperses these groups over various 
regions? There is no doubt that in the early stages of capitalism 
Pn become welded together. But there is also no doubt that in the 
righer stages of capitalism a process of dispersion of nations sets in, a 
Ee erie a whole number of groups separate off from the nations, 
gc oh Pena ie pe aan and subsequently settling permanently 
gi e state ; rse of this these settlers lo i 
old connections and acquire nee chee a th i mille: E eo 
generation to generation acquire new habits and ee ae aoe 
a new language. The question arises : is it po sible t pe s anal 
national union groups that have grown bor distin ) Where oe te 
i * . + 7 j 3 ’ r r 
ee Sea to ünite what cannot be united? Is it conceivable thal, S 
ce, e Germans of the Baltic Provinces and the Germans of 
united into a single nation”? But if it is not 


Transcaucasia can be 
conceiva ible i i 

able and not possible, wherein does national autonomy differ 
alists, who endeavoured to turn back 


from the utopia of the old nation 
ihe wheel of history ? 


Aue seine of a nation diminishes not only as a result of 
"T RETEN areas also from internal causes, owing to the grow- 
et ae oe : class struggle. In the early stages of capitalism one 
E : n : common culture” of the proletariat and the 
eee ate u > arge-scale industry develops and the class struggle 
e en e and more acute, this “common culture” begins to melt 
a es cannot seriously speak of the “common culture” of a nation 
ae Bnet and oe of one and the same nation cease to under- 
: d each other, MM hat “common destiny” can there be when the 
ourgeoisie thirsts for war, and the proletariat declares “war on war”? 


* ry = os . 
Sce Proceedings of the Brünn Social-Democratic Party Congress, p. 48 
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Can a single inter-class national union be formed from such opposed 
elements? And, after this, can one speak of the “union of all the mem- 
bers of the nation into a national-cultural community.’* Is it not 
vbvious that national autonomy is contrary to the whole course of the 
class struggle ? 

But let us assume for a moment that the slogan “organise the nation” 
is practicable. One might understand bourgeois-nationalist parlia- 
mentarians endeavouring to “organise” a nation for the purpose of secur- 
ing additional votes. But since when have Social-Democrats begun to 
occupy themselves with “organising” nations, ‘constituting’ nations, 
“creating” nations ? 

What sort of Social-Democrats are they who in the epoch of extreme 
intensification of the class struggle organise inter-class national unions ? 
Until now the Austrian, as well as every other, Social-Democratic party, 
had one task before it: namely, to organise the proletariat. That task . 
has apparently become “antiquated.” Springer and Bauer are now setting 
a “new” task, a more absorbing task, namely, to “create,” to “organise” 
a nation. 

However, logic has its obligations: he who adopts national autonomy 
must also adopt this “new” task ; but to adopt the latter means to abandon 
the class position and to take the path of nationalism. 

Springer’s and Bauer’s cultural-national autonomy is a sublle form 
of nationalism. 

And it is by no means fortuitous that the national programme of the 
Austrian Social-Democrats enjoins a concern for the “preservation and 
development of the national peculiarities of the peoples.” Just think : 
to “preserve” such “national peuculiarities” of the Transcaucasian Tatars 


A demand of this character is in place in an outright bourgeois 
nationalist programme ; and if it appears in the programme of the Austrian 
Social-Democrats it is because national autonomy tolerates such demands, 
it does not contradict them. 

But if national autonomy is unsuitable now, it will be still more 
unsuitable in the future, socialist society. 

Bauer’s prophecy regarding the “division of humanity into nationally 
delimited communities” ** is refuted by the whole course of development 
of modern human society. National barriers are being demolished and 
are falling, rather than becoming firmer. As early as the ‘forties Marx 
declared that “national differences and antagonisms between peoples are 
daily more and more vanishing” and that “the supremacy of the 
proletariat will cause them to vanish. still faster’.5! The subsequent 
development of mankind, accompanied as it was by the colossal growth 
of capitalist production, the reshuffling of nationalities and the union of 
people within ever larger territories, emphatically confirms Marx’s 
thought. 

Bauer’s desire to represent. socialist society as a “checkered picture 
of national unions of persons and territorial corporations” is a timid 
attempt to substitute for Marx’s conception of socialism a revised version 
of Bakunin’s conception. .The history of socialism proves that every such 
attempt contains the elements of inevitable failure. 3 


* Bauer, The National Question, p. 553. 
** See the beginning of this chapter, i , i 
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_There is no need to mention the kind of “socialist principle of 
nationality” glorified by Bauer, which, in our opinion, substitutes for the 


socialist principle of the class struggle the bourgeois “principle of © 


rationality.” If national autonomy is based on such a dubious principle, 
it must be admitted that it can only cause harm to the working class 
movement. l 

True, such nationalism is not so transparent, for it is skilfully masked 
by socialist phrases, but it is all the more harmful to the proletariat for 
ihat reason. We can always cope with open nationalism, for it can easily 
he discerned. It is much more difficult to combat nationalism when it is 
masked and unrecognisable beneath its mask. Protected by the armour 
of socialism, it is less vulnerable and more tenacious. Implanted among 
the workers, it poisons the atmosphere and spreads harmful ideas of 
mutual distrust and segregation among the workers of the different 
nationalitics. 

But this does not exhaust the harm caused by national autonomy. 
It prepares the ground not only for the segregation of nations, but also 
for breaking up the united labour movement. The idea of national 
autonomy creates the psychological conditions for the division of the 
united workers’ party into separate parties built on national lines. The 
breakup of the party is followed by the breakup of the trade unions, and 
complete segregation is the result. In this way the united class move- 
ment is broken up into separate national rivulets. ' 

Austria, the home of “national autonomy”, provides the most deplor- 
able examples of this. As early as 1897 (the Wimberg Party Congress®) 
ihe once united Austrian Social-Democratic Party began to break up into 
separate parties. The breakup became still more marked after the Briinn 
Party Congress (1899), which adopted national autonomy. Matters have 
finally come to such a pass that in place of a united international party 
there are now six national parties, of which the Czech Social-Democratic 
Party will not even have anything to do with the German Social- 
Democratic Party. 

But with the parties are associated the trade unions. In Austria, 
both in the parties and in the trade unions, the main brunt of the work 
is borne by the same Social-Democralic workers. There was therefore 
reason to fear that separatism in the party would lead to separatism in 
the trade unions and that the trade unions would also break up. That, in 
fact, is what happened: the trade unions have been also divided according 
lo nationality. Now things frequently go so far that the Czech workers 
will even break a strike of German workers, or will unite at municipal 
elections with the Czech bourgeois against the German workers. 

It will be seen from the foregoing that cultural-national autonomy is 
no solution of the national question. Not only that, it serves to aggravate 
and confuse the question by creating a situation which favours the 
destruction of the unity of the labour movement, fosters the segregation 
i the workers according to nationality and intensifies friction among 
them. 

Such is the harvest of national autonomy. 


ee tp x HE BUND, ITS NATIONALISM, ITS SEPARATISM 
BeOS ba [Ss a 1 { i 


b 
We said above that Bauer, while granting the necessity of national 
autonomy for the Czechs, Poles, and so on, nevertheless opposes similar 
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autonomy for the Jews. In answer to the question, “Should the working 
class demand autonomy for the Jewish people?” Bauer says that 
‘national autonomy cannot be demanded by the Jewish workers.” * 
According to Bauer, the reason is that “capitalist society makes it 
impossible for them (the Jews-J. St.) to continue as a nation.”** 

In brief, the Jewish nation is coming to an end, and hence there is 
nobody to demand national autonomy for. The Jews are being 
assimilated. 

This view of the fate of the Jews as a nation is not a new one. It 
was expressed by Marx as early as the ’forties,***®* in reference chiefly 
to the German Jews. It was repeated by Kaulsky in 1903,**** in 
reference to the Russian Jews. It is now being repeated by Bauer in 
reference to the Austrian Jews, with the difference, however, that he 
denies not the present but the future of the Jewish nation. 

Bauer explains the impossibility of preserving the existence of the 
Jews as a nation by the fact that “the Jews have no closed territory of 
settlement.”***** This explanation, in the main a correct one, does not 
however express the whole truth. The fact of the matter is primarily 
that among the Jews there is no large and stable stratum connected with 
the land, which would naturally rivet the nation together, serving not 
only as its framework but also as a “national” market. Of the five or 
six million Russian Jews, only three to four per cent are connected with 
agriculture in any way. The remaining ninety-six per cent are employed 
in trade, industry, in urban institutions, and in general are town 
dwellers ; moreover, they are spread all over Russia and do not con- 
stitute a majority in a single gubernia. 

Thus, interspersed as national minorities in areas inhabited by other 
nationalities, the Jews as a rule serve “foreign” nations as manufacturers 
and traders and as members of the liberal professions, naturally adapting 
themselves to the “forcign nations” in respect to language and so forth. 
All this, taken together with the increasing re-shuffling of nationalities 
characteristic of developed forms of capitalism, leads to the assimilation 
of the Jews. The abolition of the “Pale of Settlement” would only serve 


lo hasten this process of assimilation. 


The question of ‘national autonomy for the Russian Jews con- 
sequently assumes a somewhat curious character: autonomy is being 
proposed for a nation whose future is denied and whose existence has 
still to be proved ! 

Nevertheless, this was the curious and shaky position taken up by 
the Bund when at its Sixth Congress (1905) it adopted a “national 
programme” on the lines of national autonomy. 

Two circumstances impelled the Bund to take this step. 

The first circumstance is the existence of the Bund as an organisa- 
tion of Jewish, and only Jewish, Social-Democratic workers. Even 
before 1897 the Social-Democratic groups active among the Jewish 
workers set themselves the aim of creating “a special Jewish workers’ 
organisation.” ****** They founded such an organisation in 1897 by 

*See The National Question, pp. 381, 396. 
** Ibid., p. 389. f 
*** See K. Marz, “The Jewish Question,” 1906. 

**®* See K. Kautsky, “The Kishinev Pogrom and the Jewish Question,” 1903. 

***** See The National Question, p. 388. i 

#eEHF See Forms of the National Movement, cte, edited by Kastelyansky, p. 772. 
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uniting to form the Bund. That was at a time when Russian Social- 
Democracy as an integral body virtually did not yet exist. The Bund 
- steadily grew and spread, and stood out more and more vividly against 
the background of the bleak days of Russian Social-Democracy ...Then 
came the 1900’s. A mass labour movement came into being. Polish Social- 
Democracy grew and drew the Jewish workers into the mass struggle. 
Russian Social-Democracy grew and attracted the “Bund” workers. Lack- 
ing a territorial basis, the national framework of the Bund became too 
restrictive. The Bund was faced with the problem of either merging with 
the general international tide, or of upholding its independent existence as 
an extra-territorial organisation. The Bund chose the latter course. 

Thus grew up the “theory” that the Bund is “the sole representative 
of the Jewish proletariat.” 

But to justify this strange “theory” in any “simple” way became 
impossible. Some kind of foundation “on principle,” some justification 
“on principle,’ was needed. Cultural-national autonomy provided such 
a foundation. The Bund seized upon it, borrowing it from the Austrian 
, social-Democrats. If the Austrians had not had such a programme the 
Bund would have invented it in order to justify its independent existence 
“on principle.” 

Thus, after a timid attempt in 1901 (the Fourth Congress), the Bund 
definitely adopted a “national programme” in 1905 (the Sixth Congress). 

The second circumstance is the peculiar position of the Jews as 
separate national minorities within compact majorities of other nationa- 
lities in integral regions. We have already said that this position: is 
undermining the existence of the Jews as a nation and puts them on the 
road to assimilation. But this is an objective process. Subjectively, in 
the minds of the Jews, it provokes a reaction and gives rise to the demand 
for a guarantee of the rights of a national minority, for a guarantee 
against asimilation. Preaching as it does the vitality of the Jewish 
“nationality,” the Bund could not avoid being in favour of a “guarantee.” 
And, having taken up this position, it could not but accept national 
autonomy. For if the Bund could seize upon’ any autonomy at all, it 


could only be national autonomy, i.e., cultural-national autonomy ; there | 


could be no question of territorial-political autonomy for the Jews, since 
the Jews have no definite integral territory. 

It is noteworthy that the Bund from the outset stressed the character 
of national autonomy as a guarantee of the rights of national minorilies, 
as a guarantee of the “free development” of nations. Nor was it fortui- 
tous that the representative of the Bund at the Second Congress of the 
Russian Social-Democratic Party, Goldblatt, defined national autonomy 
as “institutions which guarantee them (i.e., nations-J. St.) complete free- 
dom of cultural development.” * A similar proposal was made by sup- 
porters of the ideas of the Bund to the Social-Democratic group in the 
Fourth Duma... 

In this way the Bund adopted the curious position of national 
autonomy for the Jews. $ 

We have examined above national autonomy in general. The 
examination showed that national autonomy leads to nationalism. We 
shall see later that the Bund has arrived at the same end point. But the 


Bund also regards national autonomy from a special aspect, namely, from 


the aspect of guarantees of the rights of national minorities. Let us also 


* See Minutes of the Second Congress, p. 176. 
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examine the question from this special aspect. It is all the more neces- 
sary since the problem of national minorities—and_ not of the Jewish 
minorities alone—is one of serious moment for Social-Democracy. 

And so, it is a question of “institutions which guarantee natioris 
“complete freedom of cultural development” (our italics-/, St.). 

But what are these “institutions which guarantee,” etc. ? 5 

They are primarily the “National Council” of Springer and Bauer, 
something in the nature of a Dict for cultural affairs. 

But can these institutions guarantee a nation “complete freedom of 
cultural development”? Can a Diet for cultural affairs guarantee a 
nation against nationalist persecution ? 

The Bund believes it can. 

But history proves the contrary. a 

At one time a Dict existed in Russian Poland. It was a political Diet 
and, of course, endeavoured to guarantee freedom" of _ “cultural 
development” for the Poles. But, far from succeeding in doing so, it 
itself succumbed in the unequal struggle against the political conditions 
gener revailing in Russia. . 
aoo has a in existence for a long time in Finland, and it too 
endeavours to protect. the Finnish nationality from “encroachments,” but 
how far it succeeds in doing so everybody can see. . 

Of course, there are Diets and Diets, and it is not so easy to cope with 
the democratically organised Finnish Diet as it was with the aristocratic 
Polish Diet. But the decisive factor, nevertheless, is not the Diet, but the 
general regime in Russia. If such a grossly Asiatic social and political 
regime existed in Russia now as in the past, at the time the Polish Diet 
was abolished, things would go much harder with the Finnish Diet. 
Moreover, the policy of “encroachments” upon Finland is growing, and 
it cannot be said that it has met with defeat.... AT S 

If such is the case with old, historicaliy evolved institutions—politi- 
cal Diets—still less will young Diets, young institutions. especially such | 
feeble institutions as “cultural” Diet, be able to ‘guarantee the free 

eve | of nations. 

O. it is not a question of “institutions,” but of the general 
regime prevailing in the country. If there is no democracy in. the ee 
try there can be no guarantees of ‘complete freedom for cultura 
development” of nationalities. One may say with certainty that the 
more democratic a country is the fewer are the encroachments” made 
on the “freedom of nationalities,’ and the greater are the guarantees 
against such “encroachments.” . 

Russia is a semi-Asiatic country, and therefore in Russia the policy 
of “encroachments” not infrequently assumes the grossest form, the form 
of pogroms. It need hardly be said that in Russia “guarantees” have 
been reduced to the very minimum. 7 

Germany is, however, European, and she enjoys a measure of politi- 
cal freedom. It is not surprising that the policy of encroachments 

there never takes the form of pogroms. A x 
In France, of course, there are still more “guarantees,” for France is 

more democratic than Germany. 
There is no need to mention Switzerland, where, thanks to her highly 

developed, although bougreois democracy, nationalities live in freedom, 

whether they are a minority or a majority. — =. 
Thus the Bund adopts a false position when it asserts ‘that 
12 
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“institutions” by themselves are able to guarantee complete cultural 
development for nationalities. 

It may be said that the Bund itself regards the establishment of 
democracy in Russia as a preliminary condition for the “creation of 
institutions” and guarantees of freedom. But this is not the case. From 
the report of. the Eighth Conference of the Bund*‘ it will be seen that the 
Bund thinks it can secure “institutions” on the basis of the present sys- 
tem in Russia, by “reforming” the Jewish community. 


66 . ” . a 
p The community,” one of the leaders of the Bund said at this conference, “may 
He the ae of future cultural-national autonomy. Cultural-national autonomy 
is a form of self-service on the part of nati j isľyi i 
ations, a form o ty p 

ee ae eae ; ai f satislying national needs. 

y conceals within itself. a similar content. They are links in the 
same chain, stages in the same evolution.” * 


. On this basis, the conference decided that it was necessary to strive 
‘for reforming the Jewish community and transforming it by legislative 
eee secular institution,’ democratically organised ** (our 
It is evident that the Bund considers as the condition and guarantee 
not the democratisation of Russia, but some future “secular instution” 
of the Jews, obtained by “reforming the Jewish community ” so to speak 
by “legislative” means, through the Duma. 
But we have already seen that “institutions” in themselves cannot 
serve as- ‘guarantees” if the regime in the state generally is not a 
democratic one. ` 
But what, it may be asked, will be the position under a future 
democratic system ? Will not special “cultural institutions which 
guarantee,” etc., be required even under democracy ? What is the posi- 
tion in this respect in democratic Switzerland, for example ? Are there 
special cultural institutions in Switzerland on the pattern of Springer’s 
“National Council” ? No, there are not. But do not the cultural 
interests of, for instance, the Italians, who constitute a minority there 
suffer for that reason? One does not seem to hear that they do. And 
that is quite natural: in Switzerland all special cultural “institutions,” 
which supposedly ‘guarantee,’ etc., are. rendered superfluous by 
democracy. 7 l l 
l aa so, impotent in the present and superfluous in the future—such 
ra of cultural-national autonomy, and such is national 
But it becomes still more harmful when it is thrust upon a “nation” 
whose existence and future are open to doubt. In such cases the 
advocates of national autonomy arc obliged to protect and preserve all the 
peculiar features of the “nation”, the bad as well as the good, just for the 
sake of ‘saving the nation” from assimilation, just for the sake of 
“preserving” it. 
, That the Bund should take this dangerous path was inevitable. And 
it did take it. We are referring to the resolutions of recent conferences 
of the Bund on the question of the “Sabbath,” “Yiddish,” ete. 
_ Social-Democracy strives to secure for all nations the right to use 
their own language. But that does not satisfy the Bund; it demands 
* Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, 1911, p. 62. 
** Ibid., pp. 83-84. 
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that “the rights of the Jewish languages” (our italics J. St.) be cham- 
pioned with “exceptional persistence,” * and the Bund itself in the elec- — 
tions to the Fourth Duma declared that it would give “preference to those 
of them (i.e., electors) who undertake to defend the rights of the Jewish 
language.” ** 

Not the general right of all nations to use their own language, but- 
the particular right of the Jewish language, Yiddish! Let the workers of 
the various nationalities fight primarily for their own language : the Jews 
for Jewish, the Georgians for Georgian, and so forth. The struggle, for 
the general right of all nations is a secondary matter. You do not have 
to recognise the right of. all oppressed nationalities to use their own 
language ; but if you have recognised the right of Yiddish, know that the 
Bund will vote for you, the Bund will “prefer” you. i 

But in what way then does the Bund differ from the bourgeois 
nationalists ? 

Social-Democracy strives to secure the establishment of a com- 
pulsory weekly rest day. But that does not satisfy the Bund ; it demands 
that “by legislative means” “the Jewish proletariat should be guaranteed 
the right to observe their Sabbath and be relieved of the obligation to 
observe another day.” *** z 

It is to be expected that the Bund will take another “step forward” 
and demand the right to observe all the ancient Hebrew holidays. And 
if, to the misfortune of the Bund, the Jewish workers have discarded 
religious prejudices and do not want to observe these holidays, the Bund 
with its agitation for “the right to the Sabbath,” will remind them of the 
Sabbath, it will, so to speak, cultivate among them “the Sabbatarian 
spirit.” ... 

Quite comprehensible, therefore, .are the ‘passionate speeches” 
delivered at the Eighth Conference of the Bund demanding “Jewish 
hospitals,” a demand that was based on the argument that “a patient feels 
more at home among his own people,” that “the Jewish worker will not 
feel at ease among Polish workers, but will fecl at ease among Jewish 
shopkeepers.” **** : 

Preservation of everything Jewish, conservation of all the national 
peculiarities of the Jews, even those that are patently harmful to the pro- 
letariat, isolation of the Jews from everything non-Jewish, even the estab- | 
lishment of special hospitals—that is the level to which the Bund has 
sunk ! i 
Comrade Plekhanov was right a thousand times over when he said 
that the Bund “is adapting socialism to nationalism.” Of course, V. 
Kossovsky and Bundists like him may denounce Plekhanov as a 
“demagogue” *****55_paper will put up with anything that is written on 
it—but those who are familiar with the activities of the Bund will easily 


* realise that these brave fellows are simply afraid to tell the truth about 


themselves and are hiding behind strong language about ‘“‘demagogy.”... 

But since it holds such a position on the national question, the Bund 
was naturally obliged, in the matter of organisation also, to take the path 
of segregating the Jewish workers, the path of formation of national 


«+*+ bid. p. 68. 
#*** Seo Nasha Zarga, No. 9-10, 1912, p. 120, 
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curiae within Social-Democracy. Such is the logic of national autonony ! 
And, in fact, the Bund did ‘pass from the theory of “sole representa- 
tion to the theory of “national demarcation” of workers. The Bund 
demands that Russian Social-Democracy should “in its organisational 
structure introduce demarcation according to nationalities.” * From 
“demarcation” it made a “step forward” to the theory of “segregation”. It 
is not for nothing that speeches were made at the Eighth Conference of 
the Bund declaring that “national existence lies in segregation.” ** 

Organisational federalism harbours the elements of disintegration 
and separatism. The Bund is heading for separatism. 

And, indeed, there is nothing else it can head for. Its very existence 
as an extra-territorial organisation drives it to separatism, The Bund 
does not possess a definite integral territory; it operates on “foreign” 
territories, whereas the neighbouring Polish, Lettish and Russian Social- 
Democracies are international territorial collective bodies. But the result 
is that every extension of these collective bodies means a “loss” to the 
Bund and a restriction of its field of action. There are two alternatives : 
either Russian Social-Democracy as a whole must þe reconstructed on the 
basis of national federalism—which will enable the Bund to “secure” the 
Jewish proletariat for itself; or the territorial-international principle of 
these collective bodies remains in force—in which case the Bund must be 
reconstructed on the basis of internationalism, as is the case with the 
Po Lettish Social-Democracies. 

This explains why the Bund from the very beginni S 
reorganisation of Russian Social-Democracy a a Broral basis” 2° ad 

In 1906, yielding to the pressure from below in favour of unity,:the 
Bund chose a middle path and joined Russian Social-Democracy But 
how did it join? Whereas the Polish and Lettish Social-Democracies 
Hiei ete purpose as peaceable joint action, the Bund joined for the 

ose of waging war for a federation. ti : 
the leader of the Bundists, said at the time cs nen re 


We are joining not for the sake of an idyll, but in order to fight. There is no 
idyll, and only Manilovs could hope for oue m the near future. The Bund must join 
the Party armed from head to foot.” **** l i 


i Ae would be wrong to regard this as an expression of evil intent on 
Medem’s part. It is not a matter of evil intent, but of the peculiar posi- 
tion of the Bund, which compels it to fight Russian Social-Democracy 
which is built on the basis of internationalism. And in fighting it the 
Bund naturally violated the interests of unity. Finally, matters went so 
far that the Bund formally broke with Russian Social-Democracy, violat- 
ing its statutes, and in the elections to Fourth Duma joining forces with 
ihe es oli rape against the Polish Social-Democrats. ` 
e Bund has apparently ru is t 
Daa catch es y found that a rupture is the best guarantee 
And so the “principle” of organisational “demarcation” led to 
separatism and to a complete rupture. 
* See An Announcement on the Seventh Congress of the Bund,®© p. 7 
** See Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, p. 72. 
ey See Concerning National Autonomy and the Reorganisation of Russian Social- 
Democracy on a Federal Basis, 1902, published by the Bund. 
**** Nashe Slovo, No, 3, Vilno, 1906, p. 24. 
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In a controversy with the old Iskra? on the question of federalism, 
ihe Bund once wrote: l 


“Iskra wants to assure us that federal relations between the Bund and Russian 
Social-Democracy are bound to weaken the ties between them. We cannot refute this 
opinion by referring to practice in Russia, for the simple reason that Russian Social- 
Democracy does not exist as a federal body. But we can refer to the extremely instruc- 
live expericnce of Social-Democracy in Austria, which assumed a federal character by 
virtue of the decision of the Party Congress of 1897.”* 


That was written in 1902. 

But we are now in the year 1913. We now have both Russian 
“practice” and the “experience of Social-Democracy in Austria.” 

What do they tellus ? i 

Let us begin with “the extremely instructive experience of Social- 
Democracy in Austria.” Up to 1896 there was a united Social-Democratic 
Party in Austria. In that year the Czechs at the International Congress in 
London for the first time demanded separate representation, and were 
given it. In 1897, at the Vienna (Wimberg) Partp Congress, the united 
party was formally liquidated and in its place a federal league of six 
national “Social-Democratic groups” was set up. Subasquently these 
“groups” were converted into independent parties, which gradually severed 
contact with one another. Following the parties, the parliamentary group 
broke up—national “clubs” were formed. Next came the trade unions, 
which also split according to nationalities calling upon the workers to split 
them up.”** We will not dwell on the fact that separatist agitation 
weakens the workers’ sense of solidarity and frequently drives them to 
strike-breaking. 


Thus “the extremely instructive experience of Social-Democracy in 
Austria” speaks against the Bund and for the old Iskra. Federalism in 
the Austrian party has led to the most outrageous separatism, to the 
destruction of the unity of the labour movement. 

We have seen above that “practical experience in Russia” also bears 
this out. Like the Czech separatists, the Bundist separatists have broken 
with the general Russian Social-Democratic Party. As for the trade 
unions, the Bundist trade unions, from the outset they were organised on 
national lines, that is to say, they were cut off from the workers of other 
nationalities. 

Complete segregation and complete rupture—that is what is 
revealed by the “Russian practical experience” of federalism. 

It is not surprising that the effect of this state of affairs upon the 
workers is to weaken their sense of solidarity and to demoralise them ; 
and the latter process is also penetrating the Bund. We are referring to 
the increasing collisions between Jewish and Polish workers in connec- 
{ion with unemployment. Here is the kind of speech that was made on 
this subject at the Ninth Conference of the Bund: 


“...We regard the Polish workers, who are ousting us, as pogromists, as scabs ; 
we do not support their strikes, we break them. Secondly, we reply to being ousted 


* National Autonomy, etc., 1902, p. 17 published by the Bund, 7 
** See the words quoted from a brochure by Venek®® in. Dokumente des 


Separatismus, p. 29: 
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by ousting in our turn: We reply to Jewish workers not being allowed into the 
factories by not allowing Polish workers near- the benches... If we do not take this 
matter into our own hands the workers will follow others.” * (out italics—J. St.). 


That is the way they talk about solidarity at a Bundist conference. 

E You cannot go further than that in the way of “demarcation” and 
segregation”. The Bund has achieved its aim: it is carrying its 
demarcation between the workers of different nationalities to the point of 
conflicts and strike-breaking. And there is no other course: “If we 
T not take this matter into our own hands the workers will follow 
others..... 

Disorganisation of the 
Social-Democratic 
icads to. 

Thus the idea of cultural-national autonomy, the atmosphere it 
creates, has proved to be even more harmful in Russia than in Austria. 


demoralisation of the 
of the Bund 


labour movement, 
ranks—that is what the federalism 


THE CAUCASIANS, THE CONFERENCE OF THE LIQUIDATORS 


We spoke above of the waverings of one section of the Caucasian 
Social-Democrats who were unable to withstand the nationalist 
“epidemic.” These waverings were revealed in the fact that, strange as 
it may seem, the above-mentioned Social-Democrats followed in the foot- 
steps of the Bund and proclaimed cultural-national autonomy. 

Regional autonomy for the Caucasus as a whole and cultural-national 
autonomy for the nations forming the Caucasus—that is the way these 
Social-Democrats, who, incidentally, 
Liquidators, formulate their demand. 

Listen to their acknowledged leader, the not unknown N. 


“Everybody knows that the Caucasus differs profoundly from the central gubernias, 
both as regards the racial composition of its population and as regards its terrilory and 
agricultural development. The exploitation and inaterial development of such a region 
require local workers acquainted with local peculiarities and accustomed to the local 
climate and culture, All laws designed to further the exploitation of the local territory 
should be issued locally and put into effect by local forces. Consequently, the jurisdic- 
tion of the central organ of Caucasian self-government should extend to legislation on 
local questions.. Hence, the functions of the Caucasian centre should consist in the 
passing of laws designed to further the economic exploitation of the local territory 
and the material prosperity of the region.” ** 


* See Report of the Ninth Conference of the Bund, p. 10. 


** See the Georgin newspaper Chveni Tskhoureba (Our Life)", No, 12, 1912. 


are linked with the Russian 


r 
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regions which in respect of their conditions of life and the composition 


‘of their population differ from the regions of Russia proper.” 


When Martov subniitted this point for discussion at the Second Con- 
gress, he justified it on the grounds that “the vast extent of .Russia and 
ihe experience of our centralised administration point to the necessity and 
expediency of regional self-government for such large units as Finland, 
Poland, Lithuania and the Caucasus.” 

But it follows that regional self-government is to be interpreted as 
regional autonomy. 

But N. goes further. According to him, regional autonomy for the 
Caucasus covers “only one aspect of the question.” 


“So far we have spoken only of the matcrial development of local life. But the 
economic development of a region is facilitated not only by economic activity but also 
by spiritual, cultural activity.” ...“A culturally strong nation is strong also in the 
economic sphere.”...“But the cultural development of nations is possible only in the 
national languages.”... “Consequently, all questions connected with the native language 
are questions of national culture. Such are the questions of education, the judicature, 
the church, literature, art, science, the theatre, etc. If the material development of a 
region unites nations, matters of national culture disunite them and place each in a 
separate sphere. Activities of the former kind are associated with a definite territory.” 
... “This is not the case with matters of national cullure. These are associated not 
with a definite territory but with the existence of a definite nation. The fate of the 
Georgian language interests a Georgian, no matter where he lives. It. would be a sign 
of profound ignorance to say that Georgian culture concerns only the Geogians who 
live in Georgia. Take, for instance, the Armenian church. Armenians of various 
localities and states take part in the administration of its affairs. Territory plays no 
part here. Or, for instance, the creation of a Georgian museum interests not only the 
Georgians of Tiflis, but also the Georgians of Baku, Kutais, St. Petersburg, elc. Hence, 
the administration and control of all affairs of national cullure must be left to the 
mations concerned. We proclaim in favour of cultural-national autonomy for the 


Caucasian nationalities.’’* : 


In short, since culture is not territory, and territory is not culture, 
cultural-national autonomy is required. That is all N. can say in the 
latter’s favour. 

We shall not stop to discuss again national-cultural autonomy in 
general; we have already spoken of its objectionable character. We 
should like to point out only that, while being unsuitable in general, 
cultural-national autonomy is also meaningless and nonsensical in 
relation to Caucasian conditions. 

And for the following reason : 


Cultural-national autonomy presumes more or less developed 
nationalities, with a developed culture and literature. Failing these con- 
But in the 


ditions, autonomy loses all sense and becomes an absurdity. 
Caucasus there are a number of nationalities each possessing a primitive 
culture, a separate language, but without its own literature ; nationalities, 
moreover, which are in a state of transition, partly becoming assimilated 
and partly continuing to develop. How is cultural-national autonomy to 
be applied to them? What is to be done with such nationalities? How 
are they to be “organised” into separate cultural-national unions, as is 
undoubtedly implied by cultural-national autonomy ? 


** See the Georgin newspaper Chveni Tskhoureba, No, 12, 1912, 
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-What is to be done with the Mingrelians, the Abkhasians, the 
Adjarians, the Svanetians, the Lesghians, and so on, who speak different 
languages but do not possess a literature of their own? To what nations 
are they to be attached? Can ‘they be “organised” into national unions ? 
Around what “cultural affairs” are’ they to be “organised” ? 

What is to be done ‘with the Ossetians, of whom the Transcaucasian 
Ossetians are becoming assimilated (but are as yet by no means wholly 
assimilated) by the Georgians, while the Cis-Caucasian Ossetians are 
partly being assimilated by the Russians and partly continuing to develop 
and are creating their own literature? How are they to be “organised” 
into a single national union ? 

To what national union should one attach the Adjarians, who speak 
dhe ‘Georgian language, but whose culture is Turkish and who profess the 
religion of Islam? Shall they be “organised” separately from the 
Georgians with regard. to religious affairs and together. with the Georgians 
with regard to other cultural affairs? And what about the Kobuletians, 
the Ingushes, the Inghilois ? 

What kind of autonomy is that which excludes a whole number of 
nationalities from the list ? 

No, that is not a solution of the national question, but the fruit of 
idle fancy. | 

But let us grant the impossible and assume that our N.’s national- 
cultural autonomy has been put into effect. Where would it lead to, 
what would be its results? Take, for instance, the- Transcaucasian 
Tatars, with their minimum. percentage of literates, their schools con- 
trolled by the omnipotent mullahs and their culture permeated by the 
religious spirit..... It is not difficult to understand that to “organise” 
them into a cultural-national union would mean to place them under the 
control of the mullahs, to deliver them over to the tender mercies of the 
reactionary mullahs, to create a new stronghold of spiritual enslavement 
of the Tatar masses to their worst enemy. 

But since when have Social-Democrats made it a practice to bring 
grist to the mill of the reactionaries ? 

. Could the Caucasian. Liquidators really find nothing better to 
“proclaim” than the isolation of the Transcaucasian Tatars within a 
cultural-national union which would place the masses under the thraldom 
of vicious reactionaries ? 

No, that is no solution of the national question. 

The national question in the Caucasus can be solved only by drawing 
the belated nations and nationalities into the common stream of a higher 
culture. It is the only progressive solution and the only solution accept- 
able to Social-Democracy. Regional autonomy in the Caucasus is accept- 
able because it would draw the belated nations into the common cultural 
development; it would help them to cast off. the shell of small-nation 
insularity; it would impel them forward and facilitate access to the 
benefits of higher culture. Cultural-national autonomy, however, acts in 
a diametrically opposite direction, because it shuts up the nations within 
their old shells, binds them to the lower stages of cultural development 
and prevents them from rising to the higher stages of culture. 

In this way national autonomy counteracts the beneficial aspects of 
regional autonomy and nullifies it. 

That is why the mixed type of autonomy which combines national- 
cultural autonomy and regional autonomy as proposed by N. is also 
unsuitable. This unnatural combination. does not improve matters but 
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makes them worse, because in addition to retarding the development of 
the belated nations it transforms regional autonomy into an arena, of, 
conflict between the nations organised in the national unions. 

Thus cultural-national autonomy, which is unsuitable generally, 
would be a senseless, reactionary undertaking in the Caucasus. 

So much for the cultural-national autonomy of N. and his Caucasian 
fellow-thinkers. 

Whether the Caucasian Liquidators will take “a step forward” and 
follow in the footsteps of the Bund on the question of organisation also, 
the future will show. So far, in the history of Social-Democracy 
federalism in organisation always . preceded national autonomy in pro- 
gramme. The Austrian Social-Democrats introduced organisational 
federalism as far back as 1897, and it was only two years later (1899). 
that they adopted national autonomy. The Bundists spoke distinctly of 
national autonomy for the first time in 1901, whereas organisational 
federalism had been practised by them since 1897. l 

The Caucasian Liquidators have begun from the end, from national 
autonomy. If they continue to follow in the footsteps of the Bund they 
will first have to demolish the whole existing organisational edifice, which 
was created at the end of the ’nineties on the basis of internationalism. 

But,. easy though it was to adopt national autonomy, which is still 
not understood by the workers, it will be difficult to demolish an edifice 
which it has taken years to build and which has been raised and cherished 
by the workers of all the nationalities of the Caucasus. This Herostratian 
undertaking has only to be begun and the eyes of the workers will be 
opened to the nationalist character of cultural-national autonomy. 

While the Caucasians are settling the national question in the usual 
manner, by means of verbal and written discussion, the All-Russian Con- 
ference of the Liquidators has invented a most unusual method. It is a 
simple and easy method. Listen to this: 


“Having heard the communication. of the Caucasian delegation to the effect that 
..it is Necessary to demand national-cultural autonomy, this conference, while express- 
ing no opinion on the merits of this demand, declares that such an interpretation of 
the clause of the programme which recognises the right of every nationality to self- 
determination does not contradict the precise meaning of the programme.” 


Thus, first of all they “express no opinion on the merits” of the 
question, and then they “declare.” An original method... 

And what does this original conference “declare” ? 

That the “demand” for national-cultural autonomy “does not con- 
tradict the precise meaning” of the programme, which recognises the 
right of nations to self-determination. 

Let us examine this proposition. 

The clause on self-determination speaks of the rights of nations. 
According to this clause, nations have the right not only of autonomy but 
also of secession. It is a question of political self-delermination. Whom 
did the Liquidators want to fool when they endeavoured to misinterpret 
this right of nations to political self-determination, which has long been 
recognised by the whole of international Social-Democracy ? l 

Or perhaps the Liquidators will try to wriggle out of the situation . 
and defend themselves by the sophism. that cultural-national. autonomy. 
“does not contradict” the rights of nations? That is to say, if all the 
nations in a given stage agree to arrange their affairs on. the basis st 

13 
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cultural-national autonomy, they, the given sum of nations, are fully 
entitled to do so and nobody may forcibly impose a different form of poli- 
tical life on them. This is both new and clever. Should it not be added 
that, speaking generally, a nation has the right to abolish its own constitu- 
_ tion, replace it by a system of tyranny and revert to the old order on the 

grounds that the nation, and the nation alone, has the right to determine 
its own destiny? We repeat: in this sense, neither cultural-national 
autonomy nor any other kind of nationalist reaction “contradicts” the 
rights of nations. 

Is that what the esteemed conference wanted to say ? 

No, not that. It specifically says that cultural-national autonomy 
“does not contradict,” not the rights of nations, but “the precise meaning” 
of the programme. The point here is the programme and not the rights 
of nations. 

And that is quile understandable. If it were some nation that 
addressed itself to the conference of Liquidators, the conference might 
have directly declared that the nation has a right to cultural-national 
autonomy. But it was not a nation that addressed itself to the con- 
ference, but a “delegation” of Caucasian Social-Democrats—bad Social- 
Democrats, it is true, but Social-Democrats nevertheless. And they 
inquired not about the rights of nations, but whether cultural-national 
autonomy contradicted the pr inciples of Social-Democracy, whether it did 
not “contradict” “the precise meaning” of the programme of Social- 
Democracy. 

Thus, the rights of nations and “the precise meaning” of. the’ pro- 
gramme of Social-Democracy are not one and the same thing. 

Evidently, there are demands which, while they do not contradict 
the rights of nations, may yet contradict “the precise meaning” of the 
programme, 

For example. The programme of the Social-Democrats contains a 
clause on freedom of religion. According to this clause any group of 
persons have the right to profess any religion they please: Catholicism, 
the religion of the Orthodox Church, ele. Social-Democrats will combat 
all forms of religious persecution; be it of members of the Orthodox 
Church, Catholics or Protestants. Does this mean that Catholicism, 
Protestantism, etc., “do not contradict the precise meaning” of the pro- 
gramme? No, it does not. Social-Democrats will always protest against 
persecution of Catholicism or Protestantism ; they will always defend the 
ihe right of nations to profess any religion they please ; but at the same 
lime, on the basis of a correct understanding of the interests of the pro- 
letariat, they will carry on agitation against Catholicism, Protestantism 
and the religion of the Orthodox Church in order to achieve the ia ae 
of the socialist world outlook, 

And they will do so just because there is no doubt that Protestantism, 
Catholicism, the religion of the Orthodox Church, ete., “contradict the 
precise meaning” of the programme, i.e., the correctly understood 
interests of the proletariat. 

The same must be said of self-determination. Nations have a right 
lo arrange their affairs as they please ; they have a right to preserve any 
of their national institutions, whether beneficial or harmful—nobody can 
(nobody has a right to!) forcibly interfere in the life of a nation. But 
ihat does not mean that Social-Democracy will not combat and agitate 
against the harmful institutions of nations and. against the inexpedient 
demands of nations. On the contrary, it is the duty of Social-Democracy 
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to conduct such agitation and to endeavour to influence the will of nations 
so that the nations may arrange their affairs in the way that will best 
correspond to the interests of the proletariat. For this reason Social- 
Democracy, while fighting for the right of nations to self-determination, 
will at the same time agitate, for instance, against the secession of the 
Tatars, or against cultural-national autonomy for the Caucasian nations ; 
for both, while not contradicting the rights of these nations, do contradict 
“the precise meaning’ of the programme, i.e., the interests of the 
Caucasian proletariat. 

Obviously, “the rights of nations” and the “precise meaning” of the 
programme are on two entirely different planes. Whereas the “precise 
meaning” of the programme expresses the interests of the proletariat, as 
scientifically formulated in the programme of the latter, the rights of 
nations may express the interests of any class—bourgeoisie, aristocracy, 
clergy, ete.—depending on the strength and influence of these classes. On 
ihe one hand are the duties of Marxists, on the other the rights of nations, 
which consist of various classes. The rights of nations and the principles 
of Social-Democracy may or may not “contradict” each other, just as, say, 
the pyramid of Cheops may or may not contradict the famous conference 
of the liquidators. They are simply not comparable. 

But. it follows. that the esteemed conference most unpardonably 
muddled two entirely different things. The result obtained was not a 
solution-of the national question but an absurdity, according to which the 
rights of nations and the principles of Social-Democracy “do not 
contradict” each other, and, consequently, every demand of a nation may 
be made compatible with the interests of the proletariat ; consequently, no 
demand of a nation which is striving for self-determination will “con- 
tradict the precise meaning” of the programme ! 

They pay no heed to logic . 

It was this absurdity that gave rise to the now famous resolution of 
ihe conference of the Liquidators which declares that the demand for 
national-cultural autonomy “does not contradict the precise meaning” 
the programme. 

But it was not only the laws of logic that were violated by the con- 
ference of the Liquidators. 

By sanctioning cultural-national autonomy it also violated its duty to 
Russian Social-Democracy. It most definitely did violate “the precise 
meaning” of the programme, for it is well known that the Second Con- 
gress, which adopted the programme, emphatically repudiated cultural- 
national autonomy. Here is what was said at the Congress in this 
connection : : 


“Goldblatt (Bundist): ...I1 deem it necessary that special’ institutions be set up 
to protect the freedom of cultural development of nationalities, and I therefore propose 
that the following words be added to $ 8: ‘and the creation of inslitutions which will 
guarantee them complete freedom of cultural development.’” (This, as we know, is the 
Bund’s definition of cultural-national autonomy.—/. St.) 

“Martynov pointed out that general institutions must be so constituted as to protect 
particular interests also. It is impossible to create a special institution to guarantee 
freedom for cultural development of the nationalities. 

“Yegorov: On the question of nationality we can adopt only negative proposals, 
i.e, we are opposed to all restrictions upon nationality. But we, as Social-Democrats, 
are not concerned with whether any particular nationality will develop as such, That 


is a spontaneous process, 
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“Koltsov : “The delegates from the Bund are always offended when their 
nationalism is referred to. Yet the amendment proposed by’ the delegate from the 
Bund ‘is of a purely nationalist character. We are asked -to take purely offensive mea- 
sures in’ order to support even nationalities that are dying out.” 

In the end “Goldblatt’s amendment was rejected by the majority, only’ three votes 
being cast for it.” 


Thus it is clear that the conference of the Liquidators did “contradict 
ihe precise meaning” of the programme. It violated the programme. 

The Liquidators are now trying to justify themselves by referring to 
the Stockholm Congress, which they allege sanctioned cultural-national 
autonomy. Thus, V. Kossovsky writes : 


“As we know, according to the agreement adopted by the Stockholm Congress, the 
Bund was allowed to preserve its national programme (pending a decision on the 
national question by a general Party Congress). This Congress recorded that national- 
cultural autonomy at any rate does not contradict the general Party programme.” *: 


But the efforts of the Liquidators are in vain. The Stockholm Con- 
gress never thought of sanctioning the programme of the Bund—it merely 
agreed to leave the question open for the time being. The brave 
Kossovsky did not have enough courage to tell the whole truth. ‘But the 
facts speak for themselves. Here they are: 


“An amendment was moved by Galin: ‘The question of the. national programme 
is left open in view of the fact that it is not being examined. by the Congress’ (For-50 
votes, against-32.), : 

“Voice: What does that mean—open ? i 

“Chairman: When we say that the national question is left open, it means that 


the Bund may maintain its decision on this question until the next Congress” ** (our 
italies—J. St.). 


_As you see, the congress even did “not examine” the question of the 
national programme of the Bund—it simply left it “open”, leaving the 
Bund itself to decide the fate of its programme until the next general con- 
gress met. In other words, the Stockholm Congress avoided the question, 
expressing no opinion on cultural-national autonomy one way or another. 

The conference of the Liquidators, however, most definitely under- 
lakes to give an opinion on the matter, declares cultural-national auto- 
nomy to be acceptable, and endorses it in the name of the Party 
programme. 

The difference is only too evident. 

Thus, in spite of all its artifices, the conference of the Liquidators 


did not advance the national question a single step. 


_All it could do was to squirm before the Bund and the Caucasian 
national-Liquidators. 


THE NATIONAL QUESTION IN RUSSIA 


It remains for us to suggest a positive solution of the national 


** See Nashe Slovo, No. 8, 1906, p. 53, , 
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We take-as our starting point that the question can be solved only in 
intimate connection with the present situation in Russia. 

_ Russia is in a transitional period, when “normal”, “constitutional” 
life has not yet been established and when the political crisis has not yet 
been settled. Days of storm and “complications” are ahead. And this 
gives rise to the movement, the present and the future movement, the 
aim of which is to achieve complete democratisation. 

It is in connection with this movement that the national question 
must be examined. ane: 

Thus the complete democratisation of the country is the basis and 
condition for the solution of the national question. 

When seeking a solution of the question we must take into account 
not only the siluation at home but also the situation abroad. Russia is 
situated between Europe and Asia, between Austria and China. The 
growth of democracy in Asia is inevitable. The growth. of imperialism 
in Europe is not fortuitous. In Europe, capital is beginning to feel 
cramped, and it is reaching out towards foreign countries in’ search of 
new markets, cheap labour and new fields of investment. But this leads 
lo external complications and to war. No one can assert that the Balkan 
War? is the end and not the beginning of the complications. It is quite 
possible, thercfore, that a combination of internal and external conditions 
may arise in which one or another nationality in Russia may find it neces- 
sary to raise and settle the question of its independence. And, of course, 
it is not for Marxists to create obstacles in such cases.. 

But it follows that Russian Marxists cannot dispense with the right 
of nations to self-determination. l 

Thus, the right of self-determination is an essential element in the 
solution of the national question. 

Further. What must be our attitude towards nations which for one 
reason or another will prefer to, remain within the framework of the 
whole ? ‘ 

We have seen that cultural-national autonomy jis unsuitable. 
Firstly, it is artificial and impracticable, for it proposes artificially to 
draw into a single nation people whom the march of events, real events, 
is disuniting and dispersing to every corner of the country. Secondly, it 
stimulates nationalism, because it leads to the viewpoint in favour of the 
“demarcation” of the people according to national curiae, the “organisa- 
tion” of nations, the “preservation” and cultivation of “national peculiari- 
ties” —all of which are entirely incompatible with Social-Democracy. It 
is not fortuitous that the Moravian separatists in the Reichsrat, having 
severed themselves from the German Social-Democratic deputies, have 
united with the Moravian bourgeois deputies to form a single, so to speak, 
Moravian “kolo”. Nor is it fortuitous that the separatists of the Bund 
have got themselves involved in nationalism by acclaiming the “Sabbath” 
and “Yiddish”. There are no Bundist deputies yet in the Duma, but in 
the Bund area there is a clerical-reactionary Jewish community, in the 
“controlling institutions” of which the Bund is arranging, for a þegin- 
ning, a “get-together” of the Jewish workers and. bourgeois.“ Such is 
the logic of cultural-national autonomy. . 

Thus, national autonomy does not solve the problem. 

What, then, is the way out? 


* See Report of the Eighth Conference of the Bund, the concluding part of- the 
resolution on the community, 
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The only correct solution is regional autonomy, autonomy for such 
crystallised units as Poland, Lithuania, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, etc. 

The advantage of. regional autonomy consists, first of all, in the fact 
that it does not deal with a fiction bereft of territory, but with a definite 
population inhabiting a definite territory. Next, it does not divide peo- 
ple according to nations, it does not strengthen national barriers ; on the 
contrary, it breaks down these barriers and unites the population in such 
a manner as to open the way for division of a different kind, division 
according to classes. Finally, it makes it possible to utilise the natural 
wealth of the region and to develop its productive forces in the best 
possible way without awaiting the decisions of a common centre—func- 
tions which are not inherent features of cultural-national autonomy. 


Thus, regional autonomy is an essential element in the solution of 


ihe national question. 

Of course, not one of the regions constitutes a compact, homogeneous 
nation, for each is interspersed with national minorities. Such are the 
Jews iu Poland, the Letts in Lithuania, the Russians in the Caucasus, the 
Poles in the Ukraine, and so on. It may be feared, therefore, that the 
ininorities will be oppressed by the national majorities. But there will 
be ground for fear only if the old order continues to prevail in the coun- 
vy. ae the country complete democracy and all grounds for fear will 
vanish. 


-It is proposed to bind the dispersed minorities into a single national 


union. But what the minorities want is not an artificial union, but real 
rights in the localities they inhabit. What can such a union give them 
without complete democratisation? On the other hand, what need is 
there for a national union when there is complete democratisation ? 

What is it that particularly agitates a national minority ? 

A minority is discontented not because there is no national union but 
because it does not enjoy the right to use its native language. Permit it 
to use its native language and the discontent will pass of itself. 

A minority is discontented not because there is no artificial union but 
because it does not: possess its own schools. Give it its own schools and 
all grounds for discontent will disappear. 

A minority is discontented not because there is no national union, but 
because it does not enjoy liberty of conscience (religious liberty), liberty 
of movement, etc. Give it these liberties and it will cease to be 
discontented. 

Thus, equal rights of nations in all forms (language, schools ,etc.) is 
an essential element in the solution of the national question. Consequently, 
a state law based on complete democratisation of the country is required, 
prohibiting all national privileges without .exception and every kind of 
disability:or restriction on the rights of national minorities, 

That, and that alone, is the real, not a paper guarantee of the rights 
of a minority. 

One may or may not dispute the existence of a logical connection 
between organisational federalism and cultural-national autonomy. But 
one cannot dispute the fact that the latter creates an atmosphere favour- 
ing unlimited federalism, developing into complete rupture, into separa- 
tism. If the Czechs in Austria and the Bundists in Russia began with 
autonomy, passed to federation and ended in separatism, there can be no 
doubt that an important part in this was played by the nationalist atmos- 
phere that is naturally generated by.cultural-national autonomy. It is 
no! fortuitous that national autonomy and organisational federalism go 
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‘fiand in hand. It is quite understandable. Both demand demarcation 


according to nationalities. Both presume organisation according to 
nationalities. The similarity is beyond question. The only difference is 
ihat in one case the population as a whole is divided, while in the other 
it is the Social-Democratic workers who are divided. 

We know where the demarcation of workers according to nationali- 
iies leads to. The disintegration of a united workers’ party, the splitting 
of trade unions according to nationalities, aggravation of national friction, 
national strike-breaking, complete democratisation within. the ranks of 
Social-Democracy—such are the results of organisational federalism. 
This is eloquently borne out by the history of Social-Democracy in 
Austria and the activities of the Bund in Russia. 

The only cure for this is organisation on the basis of inter- 
nationalism. . 

To unite locally the workers of all nationalities of Russia into single, 
integral collective bodies, to unite these collective bodies into a single 
party—such is the task. 

It goes without saying that a party structure of this kind does not 
preclude, but on the contrary presumes, wide autonomy for the. regions 
within the single integral party. 

The experience of the Caucasus proves the expediency of this type 
of organisation. If the Caucasians have succeeded in overcoming the 
national friction between the Armenian. and Tatar workers ; if they have 
succeeded in safeguarding the population against the possibility of 
massacres and shooting affrays ; if in Baku, that kaleidoscope of national 
groups, national conflicts are now no longer possible, and if it has been 
possible to draw the workers there into the single current of a. powerful 
movement, then the international structure of the Caucasian Social- 
Democracy was not the least factor in bringing this about. 

The type of organisation influences not only practical work, It stamps 
an indelible impress on the whole mental life of the worker. The 
worker lives the life of his organisation, which stimulates his intellectual 
growth and educates him. And thus, acting within his organisation and 
continually meeting there comrades from other nationalities, and side by 
side with them waging a common struggle under the leadership of a 
common collective body, he becomes deeply imbued with the idea that 
workers are primarily members of one class family, members of the 
united army of socialism. And this cannot but have a tremendous 
cducational value for large sections of the working class. 

Therefore, the international type of organisation serves as a school 
of fraternal sentiments and is a tremendous agitational factor on behalf 
of internationalism. 

But this is not the case with an organisation on the basis of 
nationalities. When the workers are organised according to nationality 
they isolate themselves within their national shells, fenced off from each 
other by organisational barriers. The stress is laid not on what is 
common to the workers but on what distinguishes them from each other. 
In this type of organisation the worker is primarily a member of his 
nation: a jew, a Pole, and so on. It is not surprising that national 
federalism in organisation inculcates in the workers: a spirit of national 
seclusion. 

' Therefore, the national type of organisation is a school of national 
narrow-mindedness and stagnation. 

Thus we are «onfronted by two fundamentally different types af 
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organisation : the type based on international solidarity and the type based 
on the organisational “demarcation” of the workers according to 
nationalities. , ; 
Attempts to reconcile these two types have so far been vain. The 
compromise rules of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party drawn up in 
Wimberg in 1897 were left hanging in the air. The Austrian party fell 
lo. pieces and dragged the trade unions with it. “Compromise” proved 
io be not only utopian, but harmful. Strasser is right when he says that 
“separatism achieved its first triumph at the Wimberg. Party Congress.” * 
The same is true in Russia. The “compromise” with the federalism of 
the Bund which took place at the Stockholm Congress ended in a com- 
plete fiasco. The Bund violated the Stockholm compromise. Ever since 
ihe Stockholm Congress the Bund has been an obstacle in the way of 
union of the workers locally in a single organisation, which would include 
workers of all nationalities. And the Bund has obstinately persisted in 
its separatist tactics in spite of the fact that in 1907 and in 1908 Russian 
Social-Democracy repeatedly demanded that unity should at last be estab- 
lished from below among the workers of all nationalities..' The Bund, 
which began with organisational national autonomy, in fact passed to 
federalism, only to end in complete rupture, separatism. And by break- 
ing with the Russian Social-Democratic Party it caused disharmony and 
disorganisation in the ranks of the latter. Let us recall the Jagiello 
affair®? for instance: 
The path of “compromise” must therefore be discarded as utopian 
and: harmful. 3 , 
One thing or the other: either the federalism of the Bund, in which 
case the Russian Social-Democratic Party must re-form itself on a basis 
of “demarcation” of the workers according to nationalities ; or an inter- 
national type of organisation, in which case the Bund must reform itself 
on.a basis of territorial autonomy after the pattern of the Caucasian, 
Lettish and Polish Social-Democracies, and thus make possible the direct 
union of the Jewish workers with the workers of the other nationalities 
of Russia. 
There is 
“compromise”. l , 
Thus, the principle of international solidarity of the workers is an 
essential element in the solution of the national question: 


no middle course: principles triumph, they do not 


Report on the National Question 


Delivered at the Seventh (April) All-Russian Conference 
of the R. S. D. L. P., April 29, 1917% 


An extensive report on the national question should rightly be given, 
but time is short and I must make my report brief. 

Before the draft resolution is taken up certain premises must first 
be laid down. What is national oppression? National oppression is that’’ 


system, of exploitation and plunder of subject peoples, those measures of*'/ 
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forcible restriction of the sovereign rights. of subject. peoples, which arẹ 


resorted to by imperialist: circles. . These, „taken, together, represent the , 


policy generally known as a policy of national oppression. {f __ a 

The first question is, on what classes does any particular government 
depend in carrying out its policy of national’ oppression ? In order that 
an answer to this question may be given, it must first be understood why 


different forms of national oppression. exist in different’ states, why in one ~ 


state national oppression is more severe and crude than in other states. . 


For instance, in Great’ Britain and Austria-Hungary national oppression 
never took the form of pogroms, but existed in the form of restrictions 
on the national rights of the subject peoples; whereas in Russia it not 
infrequently assumes the form of pogroms and massacres. In certain 
states, on the other hand, no specific measures against national minorities 
are practised at all. For instance, there is no national oppression in 
Switzerland, where French, Italians and Germans all live freely. - 
How.are we to explain the difference in attitude towards nationalities 
in different states}: : 
By the difference in the degree of democracy. prevailing in these 


states. When in, former years’ the old landed aristocracy. controlled the . 


state power in Russia, national oppression could assume, and actually did ` 


assume, the:monstrous form of massacres and pogroms. In Great Britain, 
where there is a definite degree’ of democracy and political freedom; 
national oppression bears a less brutal character: Switzerland, for her 
part, approximates to a democratic society,’ and in that: country the ‘small 
nations have more or less complete freedom. In short; the more. demo- 


cratic..a.country, the less the. national oppression, and vice versa. And: 


since. by democracy we mean that definite classes are in control of state 
power, it-may~be said from this. point. of.view.:that the ‘closer the old 
landed: aristocracy stands to. power, as was the case in old tsarist Russia, 
ihe. more: severe is the oppression and the more monstrous its forms. 


- However, national oppression is maintained not only. by. the. landed: 
aristocracy. ~There is, in addition, another force—the imperialist groups.’ 


who transfer to their. own country ‘the methods of enslaving peoples 
acquired ‘by them in the: colonies, and:thus become the natural allies of 
the landed aristocracy. They are followed by the petty bourgeoisie, a 
section of the intelligentsia. anda section of the upper. strata of the 
workers, who also.enjoy the fruits of the plunder. There is thus a whole 
chorus. of -social. forces, headed by the landed and financial aristocracy, 
which: support national oppression: 


chorus from the political stage. 


[Reads the resolution.] 


The first question is, how. are we to arrange the political life of the. ; 


oppressed natlons ? In answer to this question it must be said that the 


oppressed nations ‘forming part of Russia must be allowed the right tò” 
decide for themselves: whether: they wish to’ reniain as part of the Russian: 
state or to secede and form an independent state.. We are at present 


witnessing a definite conflict between the Finnish people and the Pro- 

yisional Government. The representatives of the Finnish people, the 

representatives of Social-Democracy, are demanding that the Provisional 

Government should return to the people the rights they. enjoyed: before 

they were annexed to Russia. The Provisional Government refuses 
14 ; l 


In order, to create a real democratic 
system, it is’ first of all necessary to clear the ground and remove this x 
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because, it will not recognise the sovereignty of the Finnish people. On 
whose side must we range ourselves? Obviously, on the side. of the 
Finnish people, for it is inconceivable for us to recognise the forcible 
retention of any people whatsoever within the bounds of one state. When ; 
we: put- forward the principle of the right.of peoples to self-determination 


we thereby raise the struggle ‘against national oppression to the level of? 


a struggle against ‘imperialism, our common foe. Unless we do so, we? 


may find ourselves in the position of people who bring grist to the mill» 
of the. imperialists.’ If we, the Social:-Democrats, were to deny the Finnish’ ’» 


people the right to declare its will on the subject of secession and the- 


right- to give effect to-its will, we would thereby: put oursélves in the ` 


position of people who continue the policy of. tsarism. 


The. question of-the right of nations freely to secede must -not-be con- z 


fused with the question of whether a nation must necessarily secede. at 


any given moment. ‘This latter question must be settled by. the party “of s 


the proletariat in each particular. case. independently, according to cir- 


cumstances." When wè recognise the right of- oppréssed peoples to secede, + 
the: right to determine their political destiny, we-do not thereby settle the < 


question ` ‘of whether particular nations ` should secede from the Russian” 
state at the given moment. I may recognise’ the right of a nation to; 
secede, but that does not mean that I compel it to secede. A people has a: 4 
right: to secede,-but it» may -or may -not.exercise that right, according: to } 
circumstances... Thus we are at liberty to. agitate for. or against. secession,’ 
according: to: the:interests of -the=proletariat,-of-the: proletarian. revolution./ 
Hence, the.-question. of secession must be determined. in. each particular 
case independently, in accordance with existing circumstances, and. fof 
this reason the question of recognising the right to secede must not be: 
confused with’ the “expediency: of secession in any given circumstances. ' 
For- instance, I personally - would-be opposed- tò-thë- secession- of Trans: 
caucasia, bearing in mind: the general ‘level of: development. in- Trans- 
caucasia and’ in ‘Russia, cértain conditions of’ the struggle ‘of’ the pro- 
letariat, and so forth, But if, nevertheless, the peoples of Transcauc 
were to. demand. secession, ‘they would, of course, secede, and would not 
encounter opposition from. us. 


[Continues to read the resolution] 


Further, what is to be done with peoples. which may desire to remain 
within the Russian state? The mistrust of Russia which existed among 
the peoples was. fostered chiefly. by the policy of tsarism. But now that 
tsarism no longer exists, and its policy of oppression no longer exists, this: 
mistrust is bound to diminish and the attraction towards Russia increase. 
I believe that now, after the overthrow of tsarism, nine-tenths of the 
peoples will not desire secession. The Party therefore proposes to 
institute regional autonomy for regions which may not desire secession 
and which are distinguished by peculiarities of social life and language, 
as, for instance, Transcaucasia, Turkestan and the Ukraine. The geogra- 
phical boundaries of these autonomous regions must be determined by 
the population itself with due regard for the conditions of economic life, 
social life, etc. 

In contradistinction to regional autonomy there exists another plan, 
one which has long been recommended by the Bund, and particularly by 
Springer and Bauer, who advocate. the principle of national cultural. auto- 
nony, I consider this plan unacceptable for the Social-Democrats. _ Its 
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essence is that Russia should be transformed into a union of nations, ` 
and nations into unions of persons drawn into a common society irrespec- 
live of where they are domiciled in the state. All Russians, all 
Armenians, and so on, are to be organised into separate national unions, 
irrespective of territory, and only then are they to enter the union of 
nations of the whole of Russia. This plan is extremely inconvenient and 
inexpedient. The fact is that the development of capitalism has dispersed 
whole groups of people, severed them trom their nations and scattered 
them over the various corners of Russia. In view of the dispersion of 
uations resulting from economic conditions, to draw together the various 
individuals of a given nation is to.organise and build a nation artificially. 
And to draw people together into nations artificially is to adopt the stand- 
point of nationalism. This plan, advanced by the Bund, cannot be’ 
endorsed by the Social-Democrats. It was rejected at the conference of 
our Party held in 1912,* and generally enjoys no popularity in Social- 
Democratic circles with the exception of the Bund. This plan is also 
known as cultural autonomy, because from among the numerous and 
varied questions which interest a nation it singles out the purely cultural 
group of questions and places them under the charge of national unions. 
The basis for singling out these questions is the proposition that what 
unites a nation into a single whole is its culture. It is assumed that within 
a nation there are, on the one hand, interests which tend to disintegrate 
the nation, for instance, economic interests, and, on the other hand, 


-interests which tend to weld it into a single whole, and that the cultural 


question is a question. of the latter kind. 

Lastly, there is the question of the national minoritics. Their rights 
must be specially protected. The Party therefore demands complete 
equality of rights in educational, religious and other matters and the 
removal of all restrictions on national minorities. 

There is’ §9, which proclaims the equality of nations. The còn- 
ditions required for its realisation can arise only when the whole of 
society has been fully democratised. 

We have still to settle the question of how to organise the proletariat 
of the various nations into a single, common party. One plan is that the 
workers should be organised according to nationality—so many uations, 
so many partics. This plan was rejected by the Social-Democrats. 
Experience has shown that the organisation of the proletariat of a given 
state according to nationality only leads to the downfall of the idea of 
class solidarity. All the proletarian members of all the nations in a given | 
state must be organised in a single, indivisible proletarian body. 

Thus, our views on the national question can. be reduced. to the fol- 
lowing propositions: (a) recognition. of the right of peoples to. secession ; 
(b) regional autonomy ‘for: nations. remaining. within the given ‘state; 
(c) special ‘legislation guaranteeing freedom of development for- national’ 
minorities; (d) a single, indivisible proletarian body, a single party, for 
the proletarians of ‘all nationalities in ‘the given state. 7 


* Conference of the Party held in Cracow, December 28, 1912, For conspiratorial. 
purposes it was known as the February Conference. 


Principal decisions of the C. P. S. U. (B.) 
on the National Question 


RESOLUTION ON THE NATIONAL QUESTION 


Adopted by the Seventh (April) All-Russian Conference 
of the Russian Social-Demoeratic Labour Party, 1917 


The landlords, capitalists and petty bourgeoisie support the. policy 
of national oppression, inherited from the autocracy and monarchy, in 
order to protect their class privileges and to cause disunity among the 
workers of the various nationalities. Modern imperialism, which accen- 
luates the tendency to subjugate feeble nations, is a new factor intensifying 
national oppression. 


To the extent, that the elimination of national oppression is achievable’: 


at all in capitalist society, ‘it is possible only under a consistently’ demo- 


cratic. republican.. structure. and state. administration that guarantee -- 


equality of status for all nations and ‘languages. 


The right of all the nations forming part. of Russia freely to secede. 
and. form- independent states: shall: be: recognised.’ To negate this right, ore 
to fail to take measures guaranteeing its practical realisation,- is equivalent 

_to supporting a policy of seizure and annexation. _ The recognition by the. 


proletariat of the right of nations to secede can alone bring about com> 
` bring the nations closer together on truly democratic lines. $ 
The conflict which has at present arisen between Finland and the 
Russian Provisional Government is a striking illustration of the fact that 
the negation of the right of unhampered secession leads to a direct con- 
tinuation of the policy of tsarism. 
The question. of ‘the right. of nations. freely to secede must not be 


plete solidarity among the workers of the various nations and help. to’ 


confused with the question of whether it would be expedient for any given” 
nation: to secede at any given moment. This latter question must be. 
settled quite independently by the Party of the proletariat: in’ each’ parti; 


cular: case, from: the standpoint ‘of the interests of the social development 


as a whole and of..the. class struggle of the proletariat for socialism.” 

_ The Party demands wide regional autonomy, the abolition of tutelage 
from above, the abolition of a compulsory state language and the deter- 
mination of the boundaries of the self-governing and autonomous regions 
-by the local population itself based on economic and social conditions 
the national composition of the population, and so forth. 
l The Party of the proletariat decisively rejects what is known as 
“national cultural autonomy,” under which education, etc., is removed 
from the jurisdiction of the state and placed within the jurisdiction of 
something in the nature of National Diets. National cultural autonomy 
artificially divides the workers living in one locality, and even working in 
the saine industrial enterprises, in accordance with their adherence to a 
particular “national culture”; in other words it strengthens the ties bet- 
ween the workers and the bourgeois culture of individual nations, whereas 
ihe aim of Social-Democracy is to strengthen the international culture of 
the proletariat of the worl 
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The Party demands that a fundamental law shall be embodied in ‘the 
constitution nullifying all privileges enjoyed by any nation whatever and 
all violations of the rights of national minorities. 


-The interests. of the working class demand the amalgamation of the .. ° 


workers ‘of all‘ the nationalities of Russia into common proletarian. orga- 
nisations : political, trade union, co-operative, cultural, and so forth, Only.’ 
such amalgamation ‘of the workers of the: various nationalities ‘into com-* 
mon organisations will make it possible for the proletariat to wage a 
successful struggle against international capital and bourgeois nationalism; , . 


The October Revolution and the National 
Question” (1918) 


The national question is not something self-contained and fixed for 
all time. Being only part of the general question of the transformation 
of the existing order, the national question is wholly determined by the 
conditions of the social environment, by the character of the power in 
the country and by the whole course of social development generally. This 
is being strikingly borne out during the period of revolution in Russia, 
when the national question and the national movement in the border 
regions of Russia are rapidly and patently changing their character in 
accordance with the course and issue of the revolution. 


{. The February Revolution and the National Question 


In the period of bourgeois revolution’in. Russia. (which. began “in _ 
February 1917) the national movement. in- thè ‘border régions’bore« the 
character of a bourgeois movement of emancipation. The. nationalities: 
of Russia, which had for. ages been. oppressed and exploited by the “old 
regime,” now for the first time felt their strength and hurled themselves. 
into combat with their oppressors. “Abolish national ‘oppression’ was 
the slogan of the movement. In. a trice, “all-national” institutions. sprang 
up all over the border regions of Russia. The movement was headed by: 
the national, bourgeois-democratic intelligentsia. “National. Councils”. in 
Latvia, the Esthonian Region, Lithuania, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaidjan, 
the. Caucasus, Kirghizstan.and the Middle Volga Region; the “Rada” in 
the: Ukraine®.. and «in. Byelorussia®;. the “Sfatul. Tsärii” in Bessarabia‘; 
the “Kurultai” ‘in. the Crimea®® and in Bashkiria®; the “Autonomous. 
Government”: in Turkestan?—such were. the “all-national” . institutions 
around which ‘the national bourgeoisie rallied its forces: It was a- ques: 
tion of emancipation from tsarism, the “basic cause” of national oppres-", 
sion, and the formation of national bourgeois. states.: The right of nations: 
to self-determination was interpreted to mean. the right of the national. / 
bourgeoisie in the border regions to take power into its own hands and.’ 
to take- advantage of the February Revolution inorder: to: form: its “own” | 
national state. “A further development. of the revolution: did not-and° could’; 
not.come into. the .calculations of -the «above-mentioned bourgeois institu- “ 
lons,- And the fact. was overlooked. that..tsarism was: being. replaced by” 
a naked and barefaced. imperialism, that this imperialism. :was a stronger’ 
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and more, dangerous, foe. of the nationalities, and the basis of new national ; 


éppressiol 


bourgeoisie. did not; howéver,. Jead to’ the: abolition’ “Of national. oppressio 
The old; and crude form: ‘of’ national oppression was’ “veplaced by a new; 
refined, but all the more dangerous, form of oppression.’ The government 
of Lyov-Milyukov- Kerensky, far- from abandoning the.-policy of national 
oppression, organised: a new campaign against: Finland (dispersal of thle 


Diet in the summer of 1917), and the Ukraine (the wholesale suppression + 


of the cultural institutions of the Ukraine). Nay more, this government, 


imperialist by its very nature, called upon the population to continue the: 


war in order to subjugate new lands, new colonies and new nationalities. 
It was driven to this not only because of the intrinsic nature of imperial- 
ism, but also because of the existence of the old imperialist states of 
Western Europe, which were irresistibly striving to subjugate new lands 
and nationalities and threatening to narrow its sphere of influence. Thé 


picture presented by the course of the imperialist war was a struggle ` Ofe: 
the imperialist. states.for the subjugation. of small nationalities as a con-._ 


‘The abolition. of tsarism.and' the accession to. power: of. the 


dition for: the existence of these states, The abolition of tsarism and the. 
appearance on: thè scene of the Milyukov-Ker ensk cy government in no way. 


improved this unsightly picture. Since the 
the border regions displayed a tendency to political independence, it was 


natural that they should enéounter the ‘insuperable hostility. of the 
Since, on the other. hand; while éstab- « 
lishing the. power. of the national bourgeoisie, they remained deaf to’ the 


imperialist government of Russia. 


“own” workers and peasants, they evoked grumbli- 
What were known as the “nation 


vital interests of their ‘ 
ing and* discontent among the latter. 


regiments” only added fuel to the flames: they were impotent against thes 
danger from above, and only intensified and aggravated the danger from , 
The “all-national”. institutions were left. defenceless against blows” 


below. 
from: without and explosion from within. The. incipient. bourgeois national 
states began to fade before they could blossom. 


Thus’ the old’ bourgeois-democratic interpretation of the principle: of. 
self-determination became a fiction and: lost its. revolutionary significance. 


lt. was clear: that-under such: circumstances there’ could*be-no: question. of 
the abolition of national oppression or of the independence of the small. 
national states... It became. obvious: that, the emancipation: of. the: toiling 


“all-national” institutions in 


masses. of the ‘oppressed. nationalities and the abolition of national oppres 


sion were: inconceivable without a break. with imperialism, without the - 
overthrow by each of its < ‘own” ‘national bourgeoisie and the assumption’ © 


of. power: by. the toiling masses. themselves. 
- This. was strikingly borne out after the October Revolution: 


I. The October Revolution and the National Question 


The February, Revolution harboured irreconcilable internal contradic- ; : 
tions: The. revolution was accomplished by the’ efforts of the workers 


and peasants (soldiers), whereas, as a result of the revolution, the power 
passed not. to the workers and peasants, but to the bourgeoisie. In making 
the revolution the workers and peasants wanted to put an end to the war 
and to secure peace, whereas the bourgeoisie upon coming to power strove 
to use 'the’revolutionary ardour-of the masses: inorder. to-continue-the war 
and to oppose peace. 


The economic disruption of. the country and the., 
food crisis demanded the expropriation. of capital and of the industrial’ 


px 
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enterprises for. the- benefit; of the workers and the confiscation of- the, 
landed estates for ‘the «benefit. of. the. péasants, whereas the bourgeois » ; 
Milyukov-Kerensky government’ stood: guard over the interests of the land- ;, 
lords. and ‘capitalists, resolutely protecting the-latter against -all attempts,” 
on the- part of ‘the workers: and peasants: It} was’ a bourgeois revolution, _ 
accomplished by the instrumentality of the Workers and peasants for the Z 
benefit of the exploiters. 

Meanwhile, the country continued to groan under the burden of. the 
imperialist war, economic disintegration and. the collapse- of the food. 
supply. The front was falling to pieces and melting away. Factories and, 
mills. were coming to a standstill. Famine was spreading through. the 
country. ‘The February Revolution with its inner contradictions proved 
to be obviously inadequate for “the salvation of the country,”: . The’ 
Milyukov-Kerensky government proved- to be obviously: incapable of solve 
ing the basic problems of the revolution: 

A new, socialist. revolution was necessary to lead the country out of 
the impasse öf imperialist war and economic ruin. ¢ 

This revolution came as a result of the October .seizure of power., 

By overthrowing the power of the landlords and the bourgeoisie. ahd 
replacing it by a government of wor kers. and. peasants, the October. Revolu-: 
tion at one blow: solved the contradictions -of -the February Revolution. 
The abolition of the omnipotence of the landlords and -kulaks .and: the. 
transfer of the land to the toiling agricultural masses for their’ use j the: 
expropriation of -the factories and mills -and their. transfer. to.:the..control:, 
of the workers ; the break with imperialism and the termination of the’ 
predatory war; the publication of the secret treaties and the exposure.of 
the policy ‘of foreign territorial annexations ; finally, the proclamation of; 
self-determination for the toiling masses of the oppressed nations and the 
recognition of the independence of Finland—such were the. principal 
measures carried into effect by the Soviet government in the course of the ~ 


revolutions a 


This was a truly socialist revolution ŝý 

The revolution, which started in the centre, could not long be con- 
fined to this narrow -territory.. Once having triumphed: in the centre, it». 
was bound to spread to the border regions. And; indeed, from the very. 
first days of the. seizure of power, the revolutionary wave spread. from 
the. North all-over Russia, sweeping over one border region. after another., 
But here it struck a dam. in the form of. the “National Councils” “and, 
regional “governments” (Don, Kuban, Siberia) which had come into being, 
before the October Revolution. The fact is that these “national governi’ 
ments” would not hear of a socialist revolution. Bourgeois by natufe, 
they had not the slightest intention of destroying the old bourgeois world; 
on the contrary; they considered it their duty to preserve and consolidate... 
it by every means in their power. Essentially. imperialist, they had ‘not. 
the slightest intention of breaking with imperialism ; on the country, they 
were never averse to seizing and subjugating bits and morsels of “foreign” 
nationalities. whenever opportunity offered. No- wonder that the “national: 
governments” in the border regions declared war on the socialist. govern- 
ment in the centre. And, once they had: declared .war, they: naturally 
became. centres. of: reaction attracting all that was counter-revolutiondry 
in Russia. It is no secret that all the counter-revolutionaries ejected from; 
Russia streamed to these centres, and there, around thése centres: formed 
themselves into the Whitegaurd “national” regiments. 

Buti in addition to the “national” governments, there are national 
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workers and, peasants in the border regions. - Organised even before the 
October Revolution in-their own revolutionary Soviets of ‘Deputies on the 
model of the’ Soviets of Deputies in the central ‘parts of Russia, they had 
never’ severed their: connections with their brothers in the North. They 


too were striving to defeat- the bourgeoisie’; they too were fighting for the, < 


triumph. of. socialism. No wonder that their conflict with their “own” 
national governments. grew. daily more acute, The. October Revolution 
only sëryed to strengthen the alliance between. the workers and. peasants 
- of. the. border regions and. the workers and peasants of Russia, and 
inspired them with faith in the triumph of socialism. And the war of the: 
“national governments” against the Soviet power. brought. their conflict: 
with these ‘‘governments”:-to.-the.-point of- a complete rupture, to. open 
rebellion ‘against’ them. 7 

Thus was formed a socialist alliance of thé workers and. peasants of 


all Russia against the counter-revolutionary alliance of the national- 


x 


bourgeois “governments”. of the border regions of Russia. - i 

The fight of the border “governments” is depicted by some as a fight ; 
Yor national emancipation against the “soulless. centralism” of Soviet. 
government. This is untrue. No government in the. world: has permitted, 
such extensive decentralisation, no government in the world has. ever 
grantéd its’ peoples such complete national freedom as does Soviet govern; 
mentin Russia. The fight of the border “governments” was, and is, as 
fight .of bourgeois counter-revolution against socialism. The national flag, 
is tacked to the cause only to deceive the masses, because it is a popular 
flag which conveniently conceals the counter-revolutionary designs of the’ 
national bourgeoisie. 


“But the fight of the “national” and regional “governments” proyed » 


lo be an: unequal one. Attacked from two quarters—from without. by 
the Soviet. government, and. from within by their “own” workers .and 
peasants—the “national governments” were obliged to retreat after the 
first engagements. The revolt of the Finnish workers and cotters and. 
the flight of the bourgeois “Senate”; the revolt of the Ukrainian workers; 
and peasants andthe flight of the bourgeois “Rada”; the revolt of the 
workers and. peasants in the Don, Kuban, and Siberia and the collapse 
of Kaledin, Kornilov and the Siberian “government” ; the revolt of the 
poor peasants ‘of ‘Turkestan and the flight of the “Autonomous Govern: 
ment”; the agrarian: reyolution in the Caucasus. and, the. utter, impotence 
of ‘the “National’:Councils”* of Georgia,” Armenia and °Azerbaidjan—all 
these’ are. facts of common” knowledge which demonstrated the complete: 
isolation of the border “governments” from their “own”. masses.” Utterly. 
defeated,,.. the. .“national.. governments” “were “obliged” to- appeal -for aid. 
against their “own” workers and peasants to the imperialists of Western: 
Europe, the age-long oppressors and exploiters of the small nations gf 
the world. 


Thus began the period ‘of foreign interference and the occupation ofi“ 


the» border regions—a: period which once. more, revealed the. counter” 
revolutionary ‘nature’. of the “national” and. regional “governments,” 
Now: at last it has become obvious to all. that the national 
bourgeoisie is. striving not for the liberation of. its. “own people”. from 
national: oppression, but for- the liberty. of squeezing profits out of them, 
for the liberty. of preserving its own privileges. cand capital. 
¿Now at last it has become obvious: that the- emancipation: of--the: 


oppressed’ ‘nationalities is. inconceivable without. a — rupture . with 


imperialism, without the overthrow of the bourgeoisie: of: the. oppressed” 


, 
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these nationalities)? 
Thus the old bdurgeois conception of the principle of self-determina::. 


nationalities and without the transfer of power to the toiling. masses oF 


tion; with its slogan “All power. tothe national bourgeoisie,” was exposed. nat 


and- cast. aside by the very course of the revolution. ‘The: socialist con- 
ception: òf- self-determination, with. its -slogan “All power. to. the toiling . 
Masses of the oppressed nationalities,” entered. into its own and obtained’. * 
the opportunity of being applied in practice. :' - l 

Thus the October. Revolution, having put an end to the old, bour- 
geois movement for national emancipation, inaugurated: the era of a new,. 
socialist: movement of the workers ‘and peasants of the oppressed nationa-° 
lities, directed against all oppression—which also means national oppres- 
sion—against the rule of the bourgeoisie, their “own” and foreign, and: 
against imperialism in general. 


TH. The International Significance of the October Revolution 


Having triumphed in the centre of Russia and spread to a number 
of the border regions, the October Revolution could not stop short at the’ 
territorial frontiers. of “Russia. In. the atmosphere of’ the imperialist.. 
World War- and: the general ‘discontent’ of the lower classes, -it could. not. 
but. spread to neighbouring countries. Russia’s break with imperialism’ 
and her escape from the predatory war; the publication of the secret:, 
treaties and the solemn abrogation of the policy of foreign annexations; 
the proclamation of national freedom and the recognition of the indepen: 
dence of Finland; the proclamation of Russia a “federation of Soviet: 
national republics” and the battle-cry for a determined struggle against. 
imperialism issued to the world by the Soviet government—all this could’ ; 
sot but greatly affect the enslaved East and the bleeding Westi 

And, indeed, the October Revolution is the first revolution in the 
history of the world to break the age-long sleep of the toiling masses of” 
the oppressed peoples of the East and to draw them into the fight against 
world imperialism, The formation of workers’ and peasants’ Soviet. in, 
Persia, China and India, modelled’ on. the Soviets in Russia, is sufficient. 
proof of this. . 

The October Revolution was the first revolution in the history -of the’ 
world to`provide the workers and soldiers of the’ West with a living: 
redeeming example and to impel them into the true‘ path of emancipation... 
from. the yoke of war and imperialism. The. revolt of the workers and; 
soldiers in Austria-Hungary and in Germany, the formation of Soviets of 
Workers’ ‘and Soldiers’ Deputies, the revolutionary struggle of the non: 
sovereign nations of Austria-Hungary against national oppression, arë“ 
eloquent proof of this: — 7 

The important thing is not that the struggle in the East and even in 
the West has not yet succeeded ‘in ‘shedding its bourgeois-nationalist: 
superstrata; the important thing-is-that the struggle against imperialism 
has begun, that it-is continuing and that it is inevitably bound to: arrivé* 
at its logical goaly l l 
Foreign interference and the policy of occupation on the part of the 
“external”. imperialists. only serve. to accentuate the revolutionary - crisis, ... 
by drawing new. nations: inte. the struggle and extending the area of the 


. revolutionary engagements with impérialism. 


In this way the October Revolution is establishing a tie between the F 
nations of the backward East and of the advanced West and is drawing. 
iB. a 
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them into a common struggle. against imperialism. 


In this way the national question, from the particular question of 
combating: national oppression, is growing into- the ‘general save - 
emancipating the nations; colonies ‘and ‘semi-colonies from imperialism 

‘he mortal sin of the Second International and its leader, Kauts y 
consists. incidentally in the fact. that they have always wandered. into. e 
bourgeois conception of national self-determination, that they have neve 
understood the revolutionary meaning of the latter, that they were un le 
or unwilling to put the national question on the revolutionary pore A 
an open fight against imperialism and: that they were unable Lease ae 
io link the national question with the question of the emancipation 0 he 
i obtuseness of the Austrian Social-Democrats of the type of 
Bauer and Renner consists in the fact that they have never id or 
the indissoluble bond that exists between the national ea a the 
question of power, that they tried to separate the national question we 
politics and to confine it to cultural and educational questions, forgetting 


bi 


the existence of-such: “trifles” as imperialism and the enslavement of the F 


colonies by imperialism. 


It ig asserted that the principles of self-determination and a e 
defence” have been abrogated by’ the very course of events under the 


iti isi ociali i i tter of fact it-is 
conditions. ofl -a rising ~socialist revolution. But as a mat I 
not self-determination: and “national. defence’. that „have been. abrogated, 


is i ion. of th inci One. has. only ‘to, 
but. the bourgeois interpretation. of | these. principles. ne ; 
glance at the occupied regions, which are languishing under the yoke of 


 aperialism and yearning for liberation; one has only to glance at Russia, 
which is 'aghting a Ferala AE war. for the defence of the oe 
fatherland from the pirates of imperialism; one has only to reflect on t r 
events now taking place in Austria-Hungary; one has -only to glance T 
ihe enslaved colonies and semi-colonies which have already organisee 
their own- Soviets (India, Persia, China)-—one has only to glance at. all 


this to realise the full. revolutionary significance of the principle of., 


self-determination in its socialist interpretation, 


The great international significance of the October Revolution chiefly < 


consists in the fact that +: 


(1) It has widened the scope of the national question and converted’ 
it from. the particular question of combating national oppression into, 
the general question of emancipating the oppressed nations, colonies. 


and semi-colonies from imperialism ; ~ 


(2) It has opened up vast possibilities and revealed the proper Way 
of achieving emancipation, and. thereby greatly helped the cause 0 
emancipation :of the opprëssed nations of the West and the East, having f 
drawn’ them into the common channel of the victorious struggle against » 


imperialism ; ne . 
Ba It hàs thereby erected a bridge between the socialist West and 
ihe enslaved. East, having created a new line of -revolutions against world 
imperialism, extending from the proletarians of: the ‘West, through ‘the 
Russian revolution, to the oppressed nations of the East. ee 

This in fact explains the indescribable enthusiasm which is now being 
displayed for the Russian proletariat by the toiling and exploited masses 
of the East and West.“ 


And this largely explains the brutal fury. with, which the imperialist 


robbers of the world have now hurled themselves against Soviet Russia. 


The Policy of the Soviet Government 
on the National Question in Russia" (1920) 


Three years of revolution and civil war in Russia have shown that 
unless Central Russia and her border regions mutually support each other 
the success of the revolution and the liberation of Russia from the clut- 
ches of imperialism will be impossible. Central Russia, that hearth of 
world revolution, cannot hold out long without the assistance of the 
border regions, which abound in raw materials, fuel and food-stuffs. 
The border regions of Russia in their turn would be inevitably doomed 
lo imperialist bondage without the political, military and organisational 
support of more developed Central Russia. If it is true to say that the 
more developed proletariat of the West cannot finish ‘off the world 
bourgeoisie without the support of the peasant East, which is less deve- 
loped but which abounds in raw materials and fuel, it is equally true to 
say that more devcloped Central Russia cannot complete the revolution 
without the support of the border regions of Russia, which are less 
developed but which abound in essential resources. 

This circumstance has undoubtedly been taken into account by the 
Entente ever since the establishment of the Soviet government, when it 
(the Entente) pursued the plan of surrounding Central Russia econo- 
mically by cutting off the more important of her border regions. And the 
plan of economically surrounding Russia has continued to be the 
unchanging basis of all the campaigns of the Entente against Russia, from 
1918 to 1920, not excluding its present machinations in the Ukraine, 
Azerbaidjan and Turkestan. 

All the more important is it, therefore, to achieve a firm alliance 
between the centre and the border regions of Russia. 

And this means that definite relations, definite ties must be established 
between the centre and the border regions of Russia in order to ensure 
an intimate and unshakable alliance between them. 

What must these relations be, what forms must they assume ? 

In other words, what must be the policy of the Soviet government 
towards the national question in Russia ? 

The demand for the secession of the border regions from Russia as 
the form that should be given to the relations between the centre and the 
border regions must be rejected not, only because it is contray to the 
very purpose of establishing an alliance between the centre and the 
border regions, but primarily because it is fundamentally opposed to the 
interests of the masses both of the centre and of the border regions. 
Apart from the fact that the secession of the border regions would 
undermine the revolutionary might of Central Russia, which is stimulating 
the movement for the emancipation of the West and the East, the seceded 
border regions themselves would inevitably fall into bondage to inter- 
national imperialism. One has only to glance at Georgia, Armenia, 
Poland, Finland, etc., which have seceded from Russia but which have 

retained only the semblance of independence, having in reality been 
converted into unconditional vassals of the Entente; one has only, finally, 
to recall the recent case of the Ukraine and Azerbaidjan, the former of 
which was plundered by German capital and the latter by the Entente, 
in order to realise the counter-revolutionary nature of the demand for 
the secession of the border regions under present international conditions. 
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When ‘a life-and-death struggle is developing between proletarian Rus- 
sia and the imperialist Entente, only two alternatives confront the border 
regions : 

Either they join forces with Russia, and then the toiling masses of 
the border regions will be emancipated from imperialist oppression ; 

Or they join forces with the Entente, and then the yoke of imperialism 
will be inevitable. 

There is no third solution. The so-called independence of a so-called 
independent Georgia, Armenia, Poland, Finland, etc., is only an illusion, 
and conceals the utter dependence of these apologies for states on one 
group of imperialists or another. 

Of course, the border regions of Russia, the nations and tribes which 
inhabit these regions, just as all other nations, possess the inalienable 
right to secede from Russia, and if any of these nations decided by a 
majority to secede from Russia, as was the case with Finland in 1917, 
Russia, presumably, would be obliged to record the fact and sanction the 
secession. But the question here is not the indubitable rights of nations, 
but the interests of the masses both in the centre and in the border regions; 
it is a question of the character—determined by these interests—of the 
agitation which our Party must carry on if it does not wish to repudiate 
itself and if it wishes to influence the will of the toiling masses of the 
nationalities in a definite direction. And the interests of the masses 


render the demand for the secession of the border regions at the present - 


stage of the revolution a profoundly counter-revolutionary one. 

Similarly, what is known as national cultural autonomy must also be 
rejected as a form of alliance between the centre and the border régions of 
Russia. The experience of Austria-Hungary (the birthplace of national cul- 
tural autonomy) during the last ten years has revealed the fully ephemeral 
and ineffectual character of national cultural autonomy as a form of alliance 
between the toiling masses of the nationalities of a multi-national state. 
Springer and Bauer, the authors of national cultural autonomy, who now sit 
lamenting over the split milk pail of their cunningly contrived national pro- 
gramme, are living corroborations of the fact. Finally, the spokesman of 
national cultural autonomy in Russia, the once famous Bund, was itself 
recently obliged officially to acknowledge the superfluousness of national 
cultural autonomy by publicly declaring that : 


-“The demand for national cultural autonomy, which was put forward under the capi- 
talist system, loses all meaning in the conditions of a socialist revolution.” (Sce The 
Twelfth Conference of the Bund, 1920, p. 21.) f ' 


_ There remains regional autonomy for border regions marked by specific 
social customs and national composition, as the only expedient form of 
alliance between the centre and the border regions, an autonomy which is 
designed to connect the border regions of Russia with the centre by federal 
ties. This is the Soviet form of autonomy which was proclamed by the 
Soviet government from its very inception and which is now being practised 
in the border regions in the form of administrative communities and auto- 
nomous Soviet republics, 

Soviet autonomy is not a rigid thing fixed once and for all time; it 
permits of the most varied forms and degrees of development. It passes 
from narrow administrative autonomy (the Volga Germans, the Chuvashes 
and the Karelians) to a wider, political autonomy (the Bashkirs, the Volga 
Tatars and the Kirghiz) ; from wide. political autonomy to a still wider form 
of autonomy (the Ukraine and Turkestan) ; and finally from the Ukrainian 
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type of autonomy to the supreme form of autonomy—contractual relations 
(Azerbaidjan). This elasticity of Soviet autonomy constitutes one of its 
prime inerits, for this elasticity makes it possible to embrace all the various 
types of border regions in Russia, which vary greatly in their levels of cul- 
tural and economic development. Three years of Soviet policy in the sphere 
of the national question in Russia have shown that in applying Soviet auto- 
nomy in its varied forms the Soviet government is on the right path, for this 
policy alone made it possible to lay a road to the remotest corners of the 
border regions of Russia, to arouse to political life the most backward and 
nationally diverse masses and to connect these masses with the centre by the 
most varied ties—a problem which not a single government in the world 
was solving, or even attempting to solve (being afraid to do so!). The 
administrative re-arrangement of Russia on the basis of Soviet autonomy 
has not yet been completed ; the Northern Caucasians, the Kalmucks, the 
Cheremisses, the Vots, the Buryats, and others, are still awaiting a settle- 
ment of the question. But no matter what aspect the administrative map 
of the future Russia may assume, and no matter what shortcomings there 
may have been in this ficld—and shortcomings there certainly were—it 
must be acknowledged that by undertaking her administrative reconstruc- 
tion on the basis of regional autonomy Russia has made an extremely 
important stride towards rallying the border regions around the proletarian 
centre and bringing the government in closer contact with the. broad 
masses ‘of the border regions. 
But the proclamation of one form of Soviet autonomy or another, the 
enactment of corresponding decrees and ordinances, and even the creation 
of governments in the border regions in the shape of regional Councils of 
People’s Commissars of the autonomous republics, are far from being all 
that is required to consolidate the alliance between the border regions and 
the centre. In order to consolidate this alliance it is first of all necessary 
to put an end to the estrangement and isolation of the border regions, to 
their patriarchal manner of life and lack of culture and to the mistrustful 
attitude towards the centre which still persists in the border regions as a 
heritage of the brutal policy of tsarism. Tsarism deliberately cultivated 
patriarchal and feudal oppression in the border regions in order to keep 
the masses in a state of slavery and ignorance. Tsarism deliberately settled 
the best areas in the border regions with colonisers in order to force the 
natives into the worst areas and to intensify national enmity. Tsarism 
restricted, and at times simply suppressed, the native schools, theatres and 
educational institutions in order to keep the masses in intellectual darkness. 
Tsarism frustrated the inititative of the best members of the native popula- 
tion. Lastly, tsarism suppressed all activity on the part of the masses of 
the border regions. Tsarism in this way implanted among the natives a 
profound mistrust, at times passing into direct hostility, for everything: 
Russian. If the alliance between Central Russia. and the border regions 
is to be consolidated, this mistrust must be removed and an atmosphere of 
mutual understanding and fraternal confidence created. But in order to 
remove this mistrust we must first help the masses of the border regions 
to emancipate themselves from the survivals of the feudal-patriarchal 
voke ; we must abolish—abolish in actual fact and not only: in word—all 
the privileges of the colonisers: we must enable the masses to taste of 
the material benefits of the revolution. In brief, we must prove to the 
masses that Central, proletarian Russia is defending their interests, and 
their interests alone ; and this must be proved not only by repressive mea- 
sures against the colonisers and the bourgeois nationalists, measures that 
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are frequently incomprehensible to the masses, but primarily by a con- 
sistent and well-conceived economic policy. 

Everybody is acquainted with the liberals’ demand for universal 
compulsory education. Communists in the border regions cannot stand 
more to the Right than the liberals; they must put universal education 
into effect if they want to end the ignorance of the people and if they 
want to create closer spiritual ties between the centre of Russia and the 
horder regions. But in order to do so we must develop local national 
schools, national theatres and national educational institutions and must 
raise the cultural level of the masses of the border regions. For it need 
hardly be shown that ignorance and unenlightenment are the most 
dangerous enemies of Soviet government. We do not know what success 
is attending our work in this field generally, but we are informed that in 
one of the most important border regions the local People’s Commissariat 
of Education is expending in the native schools only ten per cent -of its 
available credits. If that is true, it must be confessed that in this field 
we have unfortunately not progressed much on the “old regime.” 

The Soviet government is not a government divorced from the peo- 
ple ; on the contrary, it is the only government of its kind, a government 
which comes from the Russian masses and is near and dear to them. This 
in fact explains the unparalleled strength and resilience displayed by the 
Soviet government at critical moments. The Soviet government must 
become no less near and dear to the masses of the border regions of Rus- 
sia. But to do so the Soviet government must first be comprehensible to 
them. It is therefore necessary that all Soviet organs in the border 
regions—the courts, the administration, the economic bodies, the direct 
organs of government (as also the organs of the Party)—-should as far as 
possible be recruited from among local people acquainted with the cus- 
loms, life, habits, and language of the native population; that the best 
people from among the native masses should be got to participate in 
these institutions; that the local toiling masses should be drawn into 
every sphere of administration of the country, including military forma- 
tions, in order that the masses may see that the Soviet government and 
its organs are the products of their own efforts, the embodiment of their 
uspirations. Only in this way can an unbreakable spiritual contact be 
established between the masses and the government, and only in this way 
can the Sovict government become comprehensible and dear to the toiling 
masses of the border regions. 

Certain comrades regard the autonomous republics in Russia and 
Soviet autonomy generally as a temporary, if necessary, evil which must 
for certain reasons be tolerated, but which must be resisted so that it may 
one day be abolished. It need hardly be shown that such a view is 
fundamentally false and that at any rate it is entirely foreign to the policy 
of the Soviet government on the national question. Soviet autonomy is 
not an abstraction or artificial thing ; still less is it an empty and declara- 
live promise. Soviet autonomy is the most real and concrete way of 
uniting the border regions to Central Russia. Nobody will deny that the 
Ukraine, Azerbaidjan, Turkestan, the Kirghiz Republic, the Bashkir 
Republic, the Tatar Republic, and other border regions, since they are 
striving for the cultural and material prosperity of their masses, must have 
iheir native schools, courts, administration and government bodies 
recruited principally from local people. Furthermore, the real Sovietisa- 
lion of these regions, their conversion into Soviet countries closely bound 
lo Central Russia and forming with it one state whole, is inconceivable 
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without the widespread organisation of local schools, without the crea- 
iion of courts, administrative bodies, organs of government, etc., recruited 
from among people acquainted with the life and language of the popula- 
tion. But to conduct the schools, courts, the administration and organs 
of government in the native language precisely means putting Soviet auto- 
nomy into practice ; for Soviet autonomy is nothing but the sum of these 
various institutions enveloped in a Ukrainian, Turkestanian, Kirghiz, etc., 
form. 

How, after this, can one seriously say that Soviet autonomy is 
ephemeral, that it must be resisted, and so forth ? 

One thing or the other : 

Either the Ukrainian, Azerbaidjanian, Kirghiz, Uzbek, Bashkir and 
ihe other languages are a reality, and it is therefore abolutely essential to 
develop in these regions native schools, courts, administrative bodies and 
organs of government recruited from the local people—in which casé 
Soviet autonomy in these regions must be put into effect in its entirety, 
without any reservations whatsoever ; 

Or the Ukrainian, Azerbaidjanian, etc., languages are a pure fiction, 
and therefore schools and other institutions in the native language are 
unnecessary—in which case Soviet autonomy must be discarded as useless 
lumber. 

The search for a third way is due either to ignorance of the subject 
or to deplorable superficiality. 

One serious obstacle to the realisation of Soviet autonomy is the 
acute shortage of intellectual forces of local origin in the border regions, 
the shortage of instructors in every branch of Soviet and Party work 
without exception. This shortage cannot but hamper both educational 
and revolutionary constructive work in the border regions. But for this 
very reason it would be unwise and harmful to alienate the all too few 
groups of native intellectuals, who perhaps would like to serve the masses 
but are unable to do so, perhaps because, not being Communists, they 
believe themselves to be surrounded by an atmosphere of mistrust. and 
are afraid of possible measures of repression. The policy of drawing 
such groups into Soviet work, the policy of recruiting them for economic, 
agrarian, food-supply and similar posts, with the purpose of their 
gradual Sovietisation, may be successfully applied. For it will hardly 
be maintained that these intellectual groups are less reliable than, let us 
say, the counter-revolutionary military experts who, their counter-revolu- 
tion notwithstanding, were appointed to work in important posts and 
were subsequently Sovietised. 

But the employment of the national groups of intellectuals will still 
be far from sufficient to satisfy the demand for instructors. We must 
simultaneously develop in the border regions a wide network of lecture 
courses and schools in every branch of administration in order to create 
cadres of instructors from among local people. For it is clear that with- 
out such cadres the organisation of native schools, courts, administration 
and other institutions in the native tongue will be difficult in the extreme. 

A no less serious obstacle to the realisation of Soviet autonomy is the 
precipitance, at times assuming the form of gross tactlessness, displayed 
by certain comrades in the matter of Sovietising the border regions. When 
such comrades, in regions which are a whole historical period behind 
Central Russia, in regions where the mediaeval order has not yet been 
wholly abolished, take upon themselves the “heroic task” of applying 
“pure communism,” we may safely say that no good will come of such 
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cavalry raids, of “communism” of this, kind. We should like to remind 
these comrads of the point in our prgramme which says : 


“The Communist Party of Russia adopts the historical class viewpoint, and in this 
takes into consideration the stage of historical development of the given nation : whether 
it is evolving from mediaevalism to bourgeois democracy, or from bourgeois democracy 
lo Soviet or proletarian. democracy, etc.” 


And: futher : 


“In any case the proletariat of the nations which have been oppressing nations 
must exercise special caution and pay special attention to the survivals of national 
sentiment among the toiling masses of oppressed or nonsovereign nations.” (See 
Programme of the Russian Communist Party.) 


That means that if, for instance, the direct method of appropriating 
superfluous dwelling space in Azerbaidjan tends to alienate from us the 
Azverbaidjanian masses, who regard the home, the domestic hearth, as 
holy and inviolable, it is obvious that the direct method of appropriating 
superfluous dwelling space must be replaced by an indirect method of 
achieving the same end. Or further: if, for instance, the Daghestanian 
masses, who are profoundly imbued with religious prejudices, follow the 
Communists “on the basis of the Shariah,” it is obvious that the direct 
method of combating religious prejudices in this country must be replaced 
by indirect and more cautious methods. And so oh, and so forth. sie a 

In brief, cavalry raids with the object of “immediately communising 
the backward masses must be discarded for a cautious and well-conceived 
policy of gradually drawing these masses into the general stream of 
Soviet development. En 

Such in general are the practical conditions necessary for realising 
Soviet autonomy, the introduction of which will bring about closer spiri- 
tual relations and a firm revolutionary alliance between the centre and 
the border regions of Russia. 

Soviet Russia is performing an experiment without parallel anywhere 
in the world in organising the co-existence of a number of nations and 
tribes within a single proletarian state on a basis of mutual confidence 
and voluntary and fraternal good-will. Three years of the revolution 
have shown that this experiment has every chance of success. But this 
cxperiment can be certain of complete success only if our practical policy 
with regard to the national problem in the various localities doés not 
run counter to the demands of Soviet autonomy already proclaimed, in 
its varied forms and degrees of application, and if every practical mea- 
sure we take in the localities contributes to bringing the masses of the 
people in the border regions to partake of a higher, proletarian spiritual 
and material culture in forms corresponding to the social habits and 
national features of these masses. : 

And this will be a guarantee of the consolidation of the revolutionary 
alliance between Central Russia and the border regions of Russia against 
which all the machinations of the Entente will be shattered. 


Theses on the immediate tasks of the Party 
in connection with the National Problem 


Presented to the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist 
Party, Endorsed by the Central Committee 
(1921) 


I. The Capitalist System and National Oppression 


1. Modern nations are a product of a definile epoch--the epoch of 
rising capitalism. ‘The process of the abolition of feudalism and the 
development of capitalism was also a process of formation of people into 
nations. The British, French, Germans, and Italians formed into nations 
during the victorious march of capitalism and its triumph over feudal 
disunity. 

2. Where the formation of nations on the whole coincided in time 
with the formation of centralised states, the nations naturally became 
invested in a state integument and developed into independent bourgeois 
national states. Such was the case with Great Britain (without Ireland), 
France and Italy. In Eastern Europe, on the contrary, the formalion of 
centralised states, accelerated by the exigencies of self-defence (against 
the invasions of the Turks, Mongols and others), took place prior to the 
breakup of feudalism and therefore prior to the formation of nations. 
Here, as a result, the nations did not, and could not, develop into national 
states, but formed into several mixed, multi-national bourgeois states, 
consisting usually of one powerful, dominant nation and several weak, 
subject nations. Such are Austria, Hungary and Russia. 

3. National states, such as France and Italy, depending at first 
mainly on their own national forces, were generally speaking unacqua- 
inted with national oppression. In contradistinction, the multi-national 
states, based as they are on the domination of one nation——or rather of 
its ruling class—over the other nations, were the original home and the 
chief scene of national oppression and national movements. The con- 
tradictions between the interests of the ruling nations and the interests 
of the subject nations are such that unless they are solved the stable 
existence of multinational states becomes impossible. The tragedy of the 
multi-national bourgeois state is that it is unable to overcome these con- 
tradictions and that every attempt it makes to “level” the nations and 
“protect” the national minorities while preserving private property and 
class inequality usually. ends in a new failure and a further intensification . 
of national conflicts. 

4. The subsequent growth of capitalism in Europe, the need for 
new markets, the search for raw materials and fuel, and, finally, the deve- 
lopment of imperialism, the export of capital and the necessity of pro- 
tecting the great sea and rail routes, have led, on the one hand, to the 
seizure of new territories by the old national states and the conversion of 
the latter into multi-national (colonial) states with the national oppres- 
sion and national conflicts natural to multi-national states (Great Britain, 
I'rance, Germany, Italy) and, on the other hand, have intensified the striv- 
ings of the dominant nations in the old multi-national states not merely 
to preserve the old state boundaries but to extend them and to subjugate 
new (weak) nationalities at the expense of neighbouring states. In this 

16 


122 SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN 


way the national problem was enlarged and finally, in the very course 
of events, became merged with the general problem of the colonies ; while 
national oppression was transformed from an internal question into an 
inter-state question, into a question of conflict (and war) between the 
“Great” imperialist powers for the subjugation of weak and non-sovereign 
nationalities. 

5. The imperialist war, which exposed. to their very roots the 
irreconcilable national contradictions and the internal insolvency of the 
bourgeois multi-national states, led to an extreme aggravation of national 
conflicts within the victorious colonial states (Great Britain, France Italy), 
to the complete disintegration of the defeated former multi-national states 
(Austria, Hungary, Russia in 1917) and, finally—as the most “radical 
solution of the national problem of which the bourgeoisie is capable—to 
the formation of new bourgeois national states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Yugoslavia, Finland, Georgia, Armenia, etc.). But the formation of new 
independent national states did not result, and could not result, in the 
peaceful co-existence of nationalities, and did not eliminate, and could not 
eliminate, either national inequality or national oppression; for the new 
uational states, based as they are on private property and class inquality, 
cannot exist (a) without oppressing their own national minorities (Poland, 
which oppresses the Byclorussians, Jews, Lithuanians and Ukrainians ; 
Georgia, which oppresses the Ossets, Abkhasians and Armenians; 
Yugoslavia, which oppresses the Croats and Bosnians, and others) : 
(b) without extending their territories at the expense of their neighbours, 
which leads to conflict and war (Poland against Lithuania, the Ukraine 
and Russia; Yugoslavia against Bulgaria; Georgia against Armenia and 
Turkey, and so on); and (c) without becoming subject financially, 
economically and militarily to the “Great” imperialist powers. 

6. Thus the post-war period presents a gloomy picture of national 
enmity, inequality, oppression, conflict, war and imperialist brutality on 
the part of the nations of civilised countries both towards each other and 
towards the non-sovereign peoples: on the one hand we have a few 
“Great” Powers, which oppress and exploit the mass of dependent and 
“independent” (but in fact wholly dependent) national states, and the 
struggle of these powers among themselves for the monopoly of exploiting 
the national states; and on the other hand we have the struggle of the 
national states, dependent and “independent” against the intolerable 
oppression of the “Great” Powers; the struggle of the national states 
among themselves for the extension of their- national territory; the 
struggle of the national states, each in particular, against its own 
oppressed national minorities ; and, finally, the growth of the movement 
for emancipation on the part of the colonies against the “Great” Powers 
and the intensification of national conflicts both within these powers and 
within the national states, which as a rule contain a number of national 
minorities. Such is the “world picture” inherited from the imperialist 
war. 

Bourgeois society has proved to be utterly bankrupt in the matter of 
solving the national problem. 


H. She Soviet System and National Freedom 
1. Whereas private property and capital inevitably disunite people, 


inflame national enmity and intensify national oppression, collective pro- 
perty and labour just as inevitably bring people closer, undermine 
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national enmity and abolish national oppression. The existence of capi- 
talism without national oppression is just as inconceivable as the 
existence of socialism without the emancipation of oppressed nations, 
without national freedom. Chauvinsim and national conflict are inevit- 
able, unavoidable, as long as the peasantry (and the petty bourgeoisie 
generally) is permeated with nationalist prejudices and follows the 
bourgeoisie ; while, on the contrary, national peace and national freedom 
may be regarded as assured when the peasautry follows the proletariat, 
that is to say, when dictatorship of the proletariat has been assured. 
Hence the triumph of the Soviets and the establishment of the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat is a basic condition for the abolition of national 
oppression, the institution of national equality and the guarantee of the 
rights of national minorities. 

2. The experience of the Soviet revolution entirely bears out this 
assertion. The establishment of a Soviet system in Russia and the 
proclamation of the right of nations to political secession have brought 
about a complete change in the relations between the toiling masses of 
the nationalities of Russia; they have undermined the old national enmity, 
deprived national oppression of its foundation, won for the Russian 
workers the confidence of their brothers of other nationalities, not only in 
Russia, but also in Europe and Asia, and have raised this confidence to 
a pitch of enthusiasm and readiness to fight for the common cause. The 
creation of Soviet republics in Azerbaidjan and Armenia has been pro- 
ductive of similar results and has put an end to national collisions and 
the “age-old” enmity between the Turkish and Armenian toiling masses 
and between the Armenian and Azerbaidjanian toiling masses. The same 
must be said of the temporary success of the Soviets in Hungary, Bavaria, 
Finland and Latvia. On the other hand, it may safely be said that the 
Russian workers: could not have defeated Kolchak and Denikin and the 
Azerbaidjan and Armenian Rupublics could not have been put on their 
feet without the climination of national enmity and national oppression 
at home, and without the confidence and enthusiasm displayed towards 
them by the toiling masses of the nationalities of the West and the East. 
The consolidation of the Soviet republics and the abolition of national 
oppression are two aspects of one and the same process of emancipation 
of the toilers from imperialist bondage. l 

3. But the existence of the Soviet republics, even the smallest in 
size, represents a fatal menace to imperialism. This menace lies not 
merely in the fact that the Soviet republics, having broken away from 
imperialism, have been converted from colonies and semi-colonies into. 
really independent states and have thereby deprived the imperialists of 
a certain part of their territories and revenues, but also, and primarily, in 
the fact that the very existence of the Soviet republics, and every step 
taken by these republics in the direction of suppressing the bourgeoisie 
and consolidating the dictatorship of the proletariat; is of the greatest 
value as. agitation against capitalism and imperialism, agitation for the 
emancipation of dependent countries from imperialist bondage, and an 
insuperable factor in the disintegration and disorganisation of capitalism 
in all its forms. Hence the inevitability of the struggle of the “Great” 


‘imperialist powers against the Soviet republics and the endeavour of the 


“Great” Powers to annihilate these republics. The history of the struggle 
of the “Great” Powers against Soviet Russia, in which they are raising 
against her one bourgeois border government after another and one group 
of counter-revoluntionary generals after another, carefully blockading her 
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and generally endeavouring to isolate her economically, furnishes 
eloquent testimony to the fact that under present international conditions, 
under the conditions of a capitalist encirclement, not a single Soviet 
republic taken alone can regard itself as secure against economic exhaus- 
tion and military destruction at the hands of world imperialism. 

4. Hence, in isolation, the existence of the various Soviet republics 
is uncertain and unstable, because of the menace to their existence offered 
by the capitalist states. The joint interests of the Soviet republics in the 
matter of defence, in the first place,the restoration of the productive forces 
shattered during the war, in the second place, and the fact that the 
Soviet republics which are rich in food must come to the aid of the 
Soviet republics which are poor in food, in the third place, imperatively 

‘dictate the political union of the various Soviet republics as the only 
means of escaping imperialist bondage and national oppression. Having 
liberated themselves from their “own” and “foreign” bourgeoisie, the 
national Soviet republics can defend their existence and defeat the 
combined forces of imperialism only by amalgamating themselves into 
a close political union, or not at all. 

5. A federation of Soviet republics based on common military and 
economic affairs is that gencral form of political union which makes it 
possible (a) to guarantee the integrity and economic development both of 
the individual republics and of the federation as a whole; (b) to embrace 
the various social, cultural and economic conditions of the various nations 
and peoples, which are at different levels of development, and accordingly 
lo apply one form of federation or another, and (c) to bring about the 
peaceful co-existence and fraternal collaboration of the nations and 
peoples which have in one form or another thrown in their lot with that 
of the federation. The experience of Russia in applying various forms 
of federation, passing from federation based on Soviet autonomy (the 
Kirghiz Republic, the Bashkir Republic, the Tatar Republic, the Gortsi, 
Daghestan) to federation based on contractual relations between indepen- 
dent Soviet republics (the Ukraine, Azerbaidjan), with intermediate 
phases (Turkestan, Byelorussia), has fully proved the value and flexibility 
of federation as a general form of political union of the Soviet republics. 

6, But federation may be durable, and the results of federation 
real, only if it is based on mutual confidence and the voluntary consent of 
the countries constituting the federation. If the R. S. F. S. R. is the only 
country in the world in which the experiment in the peaceful 
co-existence and fraternal collaboration of a large number of nations and 
peoples has succeeded, it is because it contains neither ruling nor subject 
peoples, neither a mother country nor colonies, neither imperialism nor 
national oppression. In the R. S. F. S. R. federation rests on mutual con- 
fidence and a voluntary desire for union on the part of the toiling masses 
of the various nations. This voluntary character of the federation must 
absolutely be preserved in the future, for only a federation of this kind 


van serve as a transition stage to that supreme unity of the toilers of all - 


countries in a single world economic system the necessity for which is 
growing more and more palpable. 


HI. Immediate Tasks of the Russian Communist Party 
1. The R. S. F. S. R. and its allied Soviet Republics are representa- 


live of a population of about 140,000,000 people. Of these the non-Great- 
Russian peoples amount to about 65,000,000 (Ukrainians, Byelorussians, 
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Kirghiz, Uzbeks, Turkmens, Tadjiks, Azerbaidjanians, Volga Tatars, 
Crimean Tatars, Bokharans, Khivans, Bashkirs, Armenians, Chechens, 
Kabardians, ` Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes, Karachis, | Balkarians a 
Kalmucks, Karelians, Avarians, Darghis, Kazikumukhians, Kurins, 
Kumyks, ** Maris, Chuvashes, Vots, Volga Germans, Buryats, Yakutians, 
etc.). The policy of tsarism, the policy of the landlords and the bour- 
geoisie, towards these peoples was to destroy every germ of statehood 
among them, to cripple their culture, restrict the use of their native 
tongue, hold them in a state of ignorance, and, finally, as far as possible, 
to Russify them. The effects of this policy are reflected in the low level 
of development and political backwardness of these peoples. 


Now that the landlords and bourgeoisie have been overthrown and 
a Soviet government has been proclaimed by the masses of the people in 
these countries also, the task of the Party is to help the toiling masses of 
the non-Great-Russian peoples to catch up with Central ‘Russia, which is 
ahead of them, and to help them (a) to develop and consolidate their own 
Soviet state system in forms consistent with the national character of 
these peoples; (b) to organise their own courts, administrative bodies, 
economic organs and government organs functioning in the native lan- 
guage and recruited from among local people acquainted with the customs 
and psychology of the local population, and (c) to develop a press, schools, 
theatres, clubs and cultural and educational institutions generally, func- 
tioning in, the native language. 


2. If from the 65,000,000 of the non-Great-Russian population we 
exclude the Ukraine, Byelorussia, a small part of Azerbaidjan, and 
Armenia, which in a more or less degree have passed through the period 
of industrial capitalism, there remain about 30,000,000, consisting princi- 
pally of Turkic peoples (Turkestan, the greater part of Azerbaidjan, 
Daghestan, the Gortsi, Tatars, Bashkirs, Kirghiz, and others), who have 
not passed through a capitalist development, who do not, or practically 
do not, possess an industrial protetariat of their own, who in the majority 
of cases preserve the pastoral and patriarchal tribal form of life (Kirghizia, 
Bashkiria, the Northern Caucasus), or who have not yet progressed 
beyond a primitive semi-partiarchal, semi-feudal form of life (Azerbaidjan, 
the Crimea, etc.), but who have already been drawn into the common 
current of Soviet development. D 

The duty of the Party towards the toiling masses of these peoples 
(in addition to the duties set forth in Par. 1) is to assist them in eliminat- 
ing the survivals of partriarchal and feudal relations and in joining in 
the work of building up a Soviet economic system on the basis of Soviets 
of toiling peasants, by creating among these peoples strong Communist 
organisations capable of utilising the experience gained by the Russian 
workers and peasants in Soviet and economic development and at the 
same time capable of adopting their constructive work to the peculiarities 
of the concrete economic conditions, class structure, culture and habits of 
each particular people, instead of mechanically transplanting the econo- 
mic measures of Central Russia, which are adapted to a different, and 
higher, stage of economic development. 


*The Chechens, Kabardians, Ossets, Circassians, Ingushes, Karachis, and Balkarians 


form -the Gortsi group of peoples. 
**The Avarians, Darghis, Kazikumukhians, Kurins, and Kumyks form the Daghes- 


lanian group of peoples, 
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3. If from these 30,000,000, consisting principally of Turkic peoples, 
we exclude Azerbaidjan, the greater part of Turkestan, the Volga and the 
Crimean Tatar Republics, Bokhara, Khiva, Daghestan, a part of the Gortsi 
(Kabardians, Circassians, Balkarians) and several other peoples which 
have already become settled and permanently attached to a definite terri- 
tory, there remain about 10,000,000 Kirghiz, Bashkirs, Chechens, Ossets 
and Ingushes, whose lands until recently had been subject to colonisation 
by Russian settlers, the latter having already scized the best of their 
arable land, systematically forcing them into the sterile desert. The 
policy of tsarism, the policy of the landlords and the bourgeoisie, was to 
settle these parts with the greatest possible number of kulaks from among 
ihe Russian peasants and the Cossacks, and to make the latter a reliable 
basis for Great-Power ambitions. This policy led to the gradual extermi- 
nation of the nalives (Kirghiz, Bashkirs) who had been forced into the 
sterile wilderness. 

The duty of the Party in relation to the toiling masses of these peo- 
ples (in addition to the duties enumerated in Pars. 1 and 2) is to unite 
their efforts: with the efforts of the toiling masses of the local Russian 
population in that struggle for emancipation from the kulaks in general 
and from the predatory Great-Russian kulaks in particular, to help them 
in every way to throw off the yoke of the kulak colonisers and thus to 
provide them with land suitable and essential for human subsislence. 

4. In addition to the above-mentioned nations and peoples, which 
possess a definite class structure and occupy definite territory, there exist 
within the R. S. F. S. R. various casual national groups, national minori- 
ties, interspersed among compact majorities of other nations, who in 
most cases neither possess a definite class structure nor occupy a 
definite territory (Letts, Esthonians, Poles, Jews, and others). The 
policy of tsarism was to exterminate these minorities by every possible 
means, including massacre (Jewish pogroms). 

Now that national privileges have been abolished and the equality 
of nationalities established, and the right of national minorities to free 
national development is guaranteed by the very nature of the Soviet sys- 
tem, the duty of the Party towards the toiling masses of these national 
groups is to help them to make the fullest possible use of the right to 
free development which they have secured. 

5. The development of Communist organisations in the border 
regions is taking place under rather peculiar circumstances, which tend 
to hinder the normal growth of the Party in these parts. On the one 
hand, the Great-Russian Communists working in these regions, who have 
grown up under the conditions of a “sovereign” nation, and who have 
never known national oppression, not infrequently minimise the impor- 
tance of national peculiarities in Party work, or else ignore them alto- 
gether, and fail in their work to reckon with the peculiarities of class 
structure, culture, social life, and historical past of the given people, and 
so vulgarise and distort the policy of the Party on the national question. 
This circumstance leads to a deviation from communism towards the 
dominant-nation spirit, the colonising spirit, the spirit of Great-Russian 
chauvinism. On the other hand, the native Communists, who have lived 
through the painful period of national oppression and have ‘not entirely 
ceased to be haunted by the horrors of that period, not infrequently 
exaggerate the importance of national peculiarities in Party work, leave 
the class interests of the toilers in the background, or else simply identify 
the interests of the toilers of the given nation with the “general national” 
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interests of that nation, failing to pick out the former from the latter 
and to base their Party work on them. This circumstance in its turn 
leads to a deviation from communism towards bourgeois-democratic 
nationalism, which at times assumes the form of Pan-Islamism and Pan- 
Surkism (in the East). 

The congress emphatically condemns both these deviations as harm- 
ful and dangerous to the cause of communism and deems it necessary 
to point to the particular danger and the particular harm of the first 
deviation, the deviation towards the dominant-nation spirit, the colonis- 
ing spirit. The congress calls attention to the fact that unless colonising 
and nationalist survivals within the ranks of the party are eliminated it 
will be impossible in the border regions to create strong, genuinely com- 
munist organisations closely bound up with the masses and uniting with- 
in their ranks the proletarian elements of the native and Russian popula- 
lions on the basis of internationalism. The congress therefore considers 
that one of the main tasks of the Party in the border regions is to elimi- 
nate the nationalist, and particularly the coloniser, vacillations among 
the Communists. l : 

6. In connection with the successes achieved on the military fronts, 
and particularly since the liquidation of Wrangel, in some of the back- 
ward border regions which do not possess, or practically do not possess, 
an industrial proletariat, there is an increasing urge on the part of petty- 
bourgeois nationalist elements to join the Party for careerist purposes. 
These elements, realising that the Party is the virtual ruling power, 
usually adopt the colouring of communism and not infrequently strive to 
join the Party in whole groups, bringing with them a spirit of ill-con- 
cealed chauvinism and corruption; and the Party organisations in the 
border regions, which are generally weak, are not always able to with- 
stand the temptation of “enlarging” the Party by the admission of new 
members. ee oe | 

The congress calls for a vigorous struggle against all pseudo-Com- 
munist elements who have wormed their way into the party of the pro- 
retariat, and warns the Party against the temptation of “enlarging” its 
ranks by the admission of intellectual, petty-bourgeois nationalist ele- 
ments. The congress considers that reinforcements to the ranks of the 
Party in the border regions should be recruited chiefly from among the 
proletarians and the poor and toiling peasants of those regions and that 
at the same time activities must be directed to strengthening the Party 
organisations in the border regions by improving the quality of the 
membership. pice Mer it 
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Report on the immediate tasks of the Party 
in connection with the National Problem 


Delivered at the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist 
Party, March 10, 1921 


Before proceeding directly to the concrete immediate tasks of the 
Party in connection with the national problem, we must first lay down 
certain premises without which the solution of the national problem is 
impossible. These premises relate to the appearance of nations, the 
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origin of national oppression, the forms assumed by ae ear 
in the course of historical development, and, finally, the orms o i ; 
tion of the national problem in the various periods of development. 


e are three such periods. , , 

the Bat is the period ‘Of the break-up of feudalism in the ae 
the triumph of capitalism. The formation of people into ye 
occurred during this period. I am refering to such ee as rane 
Britain (without Ireland), France and Italy. In the V esl Ea = 
Britain, France, Italy, and partly in Germany—the period o ae 
break-up of feudalism and the formation of people into nations er a 
whole coincided in time with the period which saw the appn sane 
centralised states, and as a result the nations in their development pe se 
he invested there in state forms. And inasmuch as there were ay T ws 
" national groups of any considerable size within these states, suc a ing 
as national oppression was not known. In Eastern erat a 
contrary, the process of formation of nationalities and the : ae oe 
of feudal disunity did not coincide in time with the process 0 an T 
of centralised states. I am referrng to Hungary, Austria ane eet x 
In these countries capitalist development had not yet begun; 1 
perhaps only incipient; but the necessity of taking epee pon 
against the invasions of the Turks, Mongols and other Orienta pe ae 
JA demanded that centralised states capable of withstanding the sas aught 
i of the invaders be formed without delay. And since in Eastern n 
the process of formation of centralised states proceeded more rapi T 
than the process of formation of people into nations, mixed seca ele 
each made up of several nationalities which had not yet form i 
themselves into nations but which were already united in a commor 
state. l P 
Thus, the first period is marked by the appearance of aew 
in the dawn of capitalism : in Western Europe we observe the ae ne 
purely national states to which national oppression 1s unknown, wher : 
in the East we observe the birth of multinational states with one, a 
developed, nation at the head and the remaining, less dencloRe na ee 
in a state of political, and later of economic, subjection to the Ri 
nation, These multi-national states of the East were the birthp ace n 
that national oppression which gave rise to national conflicts, IA 
movements, the national problem and the various methods of solving 
that problem. l 

The second period in the development of national oppression 
the methods of combating it coincides with the period which ee 
appearance of imperialism; when capitalism, in its search for mar of 
raw materials, fuel and cheap labour power, and in the competi ion ed 
the export of capital and the possession of the great rail and sea rou z 
breaks out of the confines of the national state and extends its E i 
the expense of near and distant neighbours. In this second period, the 
old national states in the West—Great Britain, Italy and France—cease 
to be national states; in other words, by virtue of the seizure of new 
territories they become converted into multi-national, anes ia Narco 
states, and thereby come to be an arena for that national and S EAE 
oppression which already exists in Eastern Europe. In Eee ue 
this period is marked by the awakening and envigoralion 0 sul jeet 
nations (Czechs, Poles, Ukrainians), which, as a result of te map Enia 
war, have led to the dissolution of the old bourgeois multi-national states 
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and the formation of new national states enthralled to what are known 
as the Great Powers. 

The third period is the Soviet period, the period of the destruction 
of capitalism and the abolition of national oppression; in which the 
guestion of ruling and subject nations, of colonies and mother countries, 
is being consigned to the archives of history; in. which, on the territory 
of the R. S. F. S. R., we see nationalities which possess equal rights and 
equal opportunities for development, but which still preserve a certain 
historical heritage of inequality owing to their economic, political and 
cultural backwardness. The substance of this’ inequality of nationlities 
consists in the fact that, as a result of historical development, we have 
received a heritage from the past by virtue of which one nationality, the 
Great-Russian nationality, is more developed politically and industrially 
than the other nationalities. Hence the existence of actual inequality, 
which cannot be eradicated all at once, but which must be eradicated by 
rendering economic, political and cultural assistance to the backward 
nationalities. 

These are the three periods of development of the national problem 
known to us historically. i 

The first two periods have one feature in common. It is that in 
both these periods the nationalities suffered oppression and enslavement, 
as a result of which the national struggle continued to be fought and the ' 
national problem remained unsolved. But there is also a difference 
between them. It is that in the first period the national problem did 
not extend beyond the boundaries of the various multi-national states 
and embraced only a few, mainly European, nationalities; whereas in 
the second period. the national problem became converted from an 
internal problem of each particular state into a problem mutually 
affecting several states—into a problem of war between imperialist states 
waged with the object of retaining the non-sovereign nationalities under 
the sway of the latter and of subjugating new nationalities and tribes 
outside Europe. Thus the national problem, which was formerly of 


‘ significance only in the more cultured countries, lost its isolated character 


in this period and merged with the general problem of the colonies. 

The development of the national. problem into a general problem 
of the colonies is not a historical accident. It is due firstly tothe fact: 
that during the imperialist. war the imperialist groups of belligerent 
powers. were themselves. obliged to appeal to the colonies from which 
they recruited the man-power that went to form armies. Unquestionably, 
this process, by which the imperialists were inevitably constrained to 
appeal to the backward peoples of the colonies, could’ not but- awaken 
in these: tribes. and peoples the desire for emancipation and for struggle: 
There is another factor which ‘caused the national problem to extend, tọ, 


‘develop into a general problem of thé colonies’ and to’ spread “over. the 


whole surface of the. globe,. first. in. isolated sparks and then in the flames 
of the movement for emancipation. This factor was the attempt of the 
imperialist groups to dismember Turkey and put an end to her existence. 
asa State. Turkey; the country which among the Mohammedan peoples 
is’ politically the. most developed, could. not. reconcile. herself to such a 
prospect. She raised the standard of war and. rallied the, peoples of the, 
East against imperialism. A third factor was the appearance of Soviet 
Russia; whose struggle against imperialism has met with several successes: 
and has naturally served to inspire’ the oppressed peoples of the East; 
awaken them and rouse them to the struggle, and thus make it possible 
17 
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to create a united front of oppressed nationalities, from Ireland to India. 

These are the factors that in the second stage of development of 
national oppression resulted in the fact that bourgeois society, far from 
solving the national problem, far from bringing peace to the peoples, 
has fanned the spark of national struggle of the oppressed peoples, 
colonies and semi-colonies against world imperialism. 

Obviously, the only regime capable of solving the national problem, 
that is, of creating conditions which make possible the peaceful 
co-existence and fraternal collaboration of various peoples and tribes, 
is the regime of the Soviet government, the regime of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat. 

It need hardly be shown that under the rule of capital, private pro“ 
perty:in the means of production and the existence of classes, the equality 
of nations cannot be secured ; that as long as the power of capital exists, 
as long as the struggle for possession.of the means of production proceeds, 
there can be no equality of nationalities, just as there can be no colla- 


boration: between the toiling’ masses of the nations. “History shows that; 
the. only; way to. abolish national inequality, the only way to establish a. 
regime. of fraternal collaboration among = the toiling masses of the’ 


oppressed and unoppressed peoples, is to abolish capitalism and- estab- 
lisha” Soviet system. |; i 


“Further, history has shown ‘that when. individual peoples. succeed. in: 


emancipating: themselves both from: their own national bourgeoisie and 
from the. “foreign”. bourgeoisie, that is, when. they establish a Soviet syst 
tem, they cannot, as long as imperialism prevails, carry. on a. separate’ 


existence and successfully maintain themselves without the economic and 
military: support “of neighbouring Soviet’ republics. The example of © 
Hungary “eloquently proves ‘that, failing ‘a “political union’ of Soviet; 


republics and their consolidation into a united military and economic, 
force, it is impossible. to withstand-the united forces ‘of world imperialism: 


on either the military or the economic: front. 

A federation of Soviet republics is that desired form of political 
union, of which the R. S. F. S. R. is a living embodiment. 

These, comrades, are the premises I desired to discuss first in order 
then to prove that it is essential for our Party to take certain definite 
steps to solve the national problem within the framework of the 
R.S. F.S. R. 

Although under the Soviet regime in Russia and in the republics 
associated with Russia we no longer have ruling nationalities or subject 
nationalities, mother country or colonies, exploited or exploiters, never- 
theless the national problem still exists in Russia. The crux of. the 
national problem in the R. S. F. S. R. lies in the obligation to put an end 
to that backwardness (economic, political and cultural) of the nationali- 
lies which we have inherited from the past and to afford the backward 
peoples the opportunity of catching up with Central Russia politically, 
culturally and economically. Under the old regime, the tsarist govern- 
ment did not strive, and could not strive, to develop the statehood of the 
Ukraine, Azerbaidjan, Turkestan, and the other border regions ; it resisted 
the development of statehood in the border regions, just as it resisted 
their cultural development, and endeavoured to assimilate the native 
populations forcibly. Furthermore, the old regime, the landlords and the 
capitalists, have left us as a heritage such browbeaten peoples as the 
Kirghiz, the Chechens and the Ossets, whose lands served as an object 
of colonisation by the Cossacks and kulak element of Russia. These peo- 
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ples were doomed to incredible suffering and to extinction. Moreover the 
position of the Great-Russian nation, which was the dominant nation, has 
left its traces even on Russian Communists, who are unable, or unwilling, 
to establish closer contact with the toiling native masses, to comprehened 
their needs and to help them emerge from their backward and uncivilised 
state. I am referring to those not very numerous groups of Russian 
Communists who, ignoring in their work the peculiarities of social life 
and culture in the border regions, at times tend towards Russian 
dominant-nation chauvinism. Nor has the position of the non-Russian 
nationalities, which have suffered national oppression, failed to leave 
its traces on the native Communists, who are at times unable to dis- 
tinguish the class interests of the toiling masses of their people from the 
so-called “national” interests. I am referring to the deviation towards 
local, native nationalism which is at times to be observed in the ranks 
of the native Communists and which in the East expresses itself in Pan- 
Islamism and Pan-Turkism. Lastly, we must. save the Kirghiz and 
Bashkirs and certain of the Gortsi tribes from extinction and provide 
them with necessary land at the expense of the kulak colonisers. 

Having described the immediate tasks of the Party, I should like 
to pass to the general task, the task of adapting our Communist policy 
in the border regions to those specific conditions of economic life which 
are to be found chiefly in the East. 

The fact of the matter is that a number of peoples, mainly Turkic 
peoples—about thirty million in all—have not passed, have not had time 
to pass, through the period of industrial capitalism, and consequently 
have no industrial proletariat, or practically no industrial proletariat, and 
as a result will have to pass from primitive froms of economy to the 
stage of Soviet economy without passing through the stage of industrial 
capitalism. In order to effect this difficult but by no means impossible 
operation, we must take into account all the peculiarities of economic 
life and even the history, social life and culture of these peoples. To 
transplant to the territories of these peoples the measures which were 
effective and valuable here, in the centre of Russia, would be absurd and 
dangerous. It is clear that, when putting the economic policy of the 
R. S. F. S. R. into practice, we must unfailingly take into account all 
the peculiarities of economic life, class structure and historical past which 
mark the border regions. I will not stop to mention the elimination of 
such incongruities as, for instance, the demand made by the People’s 
Commissariat of Food, in connection with the food quotas, for the 
delivery of pigs in Kirghizia, where the Mohammedan population have 
never kept pigs. This example shows how unwilling people are to reckon 
with the peculiarities of customs which at once strike the eye of any 
traveller. 

I have just been handed a note in which a reply to Comrade 
Chicherin’s articles is requested.” Comrades, I consider that these arti- 
cles of Chicherin, which I have read carefully, are nothing but literature. 
They contain four errors, or misconceptions. Firstly, Comrade Chicherin 
is inclined to deny the existence of contradictions among the imperialist 
states, to exaggerate the international unanimity of the imperialists and 
lo overlook and underrate the internal contradictions between the 
imperialist groups and states (France, America, Great Britain, Japan, 
etc.), contradictions which do exist. and give rise to war. He’ has 
exaggerated the unanimity of the imperialist rulers and has underrated 
the contradictions that exist within this “trust”. Yet these contradictions 
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do exist, and it is on them that the activities of the People’s Commissariat 
of Foreign Affairs are based. Comrade Chicherin makes a second mis- 
take. He. underestimates the contradictions which exist between the 
dominant Great Powers and the newly formed national states (Czechos- 
lovakia, Poland, Finland, etc.), which are in a position of financial and 
military subjection to the Great Powers. Comrade Chicherin has entirely 
overlooked the fact that, in spite of the subjection of these national states 
lo the Great Powers, or, more truly, because of this subjection, there are 
contraditions between these Great Powers and these states, such as were 
revealed, for example, in the negotiations with Poland, Esthonia, etc. 
The whole purpose of the existence of the People’s Commissariat of 
Foreign Affairs is to take account of these contradictions, to use them 
as a basis and to manoeuvre within these contradictions. Comrade 
Chicherin underrates this factor. in a most astonishing way. Comrade. 
Chicherin’s third mistake is that he speaks too. much of national self- 
determination, which has in effect become an empty slogan easily adapt- 
able to the use of the imperialists. Comrade Chicherin has strangely’ 
forgotten that we discarded this slogan two years ago. Our- programme 


no longer contains this slogan. .Our programme speaks not of national 
self-determination—an ‘absolutely ‘vague slogan—but of a better minted. 


and more clearly defined slogan—the right of nations to political seces” 
sion.” These» are- two different’ things, Strangely enough, , Comrade , 
h is articles: does not take” this" fact into: account; and as ae 
_result all his objections to a slogan which has become a vague- slogan, 
are see misfires. For neither in my theses nor in the programme. of the 
art: 


present’moment, when the movement for emancipation has flared up in,; 


the colonies, this. slogan is. a- revolutionary slogan. Inasmuch as’ the 


Soviet: states join. in: federation voluntarily, the right to secession remains 


unavailed of because the peoples that form the R. S: F. S. R. themselves” 


so -will -it And: inasmuch as we are concerned with colonies which are= 
in the clutches of Great. Britain, France, America and Japan, inasmuch.. 
as we are concerned with such subject countries as Arabia, Mesopotamia,’ 
Turkey, Hindustan, ie., countries which are colonies of the- Entente; thé. 
slogan of the right of peoples to.secession is a revolutionary slogan, and/ 
to abandon it would be playing into the hands of the Entente. The fourth. 
basis for mis-conception is that Comrade Chicherin’s articles contain no 
practical suggestions. It is easy, of course, to write articles ; but when: 
you entitle them “Against the. Theses of Comrade Stalin,” you must put. 
forward something worthy of serious attention, some practical counter- 
proposals ‘at least. Yet I have,not found in his articles a single practical 
proposal worthy of attention. -” l 

I conclude, comrades. We have arrived at the following conelusions. 
Not only has bourgeois society proved incapable of solving the national 
problem, but in its attempts to “solve”.it has inflated it and turned the 
national problem into a colonial problem and has set up against itself 
a new front stretching from Ireland to Hindustan. The only state capable 
of tackling and solving the national problem is a state based on collective 
ownership of the means and implements of production—a Soviet state. 
In the Soviet federal state there are no oppressed nationalities or ruling 
nationalities ; national oppression has been abolished. But in view of 
the actual inequality (cultural, economic and political), inherited from 
the old bourgeois system, between the more civilised and the less civilised 


y is’ there a- single word about “self-determination.” > What they + 
speak’ of is-the right-of peoples to political secession. ` But for us at the.” 
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nationalities, the national problem assumes a form which demands the 
adoption of measures designed to foster the economic, political and cul- 
iural progress of the toiling masses of the backward nationalities and: to 
give them the opportunity of catching up with the more advanced Cen- 
tral—proletarian—Russia. From this follow the practical proposals that 
constitute the third section of the theses on the national problem I have 
submitted. 


The National Question Presented (1921) 


The presentation of the national question given by the Communists essen- 
lially differs from the presentation favoured by the leaders of the Second 
and Two-and-a-Half Internationals’? and by all and every kind of 
“Socialist,” ‘Social-Democratic,” Menshevik, Socialist-Revolutionary and 
other parties. i : = 

It is particularly important to. stress four: principal factors: as being , 
the most characteristic and distinguishing features of the new presenta 
tion of the national question, features.which draw. a line ‘between ‘the: 
old and the new conceptions of the national question. D 

The first’ factor is that’ the national question; as a part; has. been, 
merged “with ‘the. general question of the emancipation of the colonies, : 
as-the whole. Jn the era of the Second International it was usual to’ 
confine the national question to a narrow circle of questions relating 
exclusively to the “civilised nations.” The Irish, the Czechs, the Poles, 
the Finns, the Serbs, the Armenians, the Jews and a few othér European 
nationalities—such was the circle of non-sovereign peoples whose fates 
interested the Second International. The tens and hundreds of millions 
of the Asiatic and African peoples suffering from national oppression in 
its crudest and most brutal form did not as a rule enter the field of vision 
of the “Socialists.” They did not venture to place the white peoples and 
coloured peoples, the “uncultured” Negroes and the “civilised” Irish, the 
“backward” Indians and the “enlightened” Poles on one and the same 
footing. It was tacitly assumed that although it might be necessary to 
strive for the emancipation of the European non-sovereign nationalities, 
it was entirely unbecoming for “respectable Socialists” to speak seriously 
of the emancipation of the colonies, which were ‘necessary” for the 
“preservation” of “civilisation.” These apologies for Socialists did not 
even suspect that the abolition of national oppression in Europe is incon- 
ceivable without the emancipation of the colonial peoples of Asia and 
Africa from the oppression of imperialism, and that the former is 
organically bound up with the latter. It was.the Communists who first 
revealed the connection between the national question and the question 
of the colonies, who proved it theoretically and made it the basis of their 
practical revolutionary work. This broke down the wall between the 
white peoples and the coloured peoples, between the “civilised” and the 
“uncivilised” slaves of imperialism. ‘This considerably facilitated the 
co-ordination of the struggle of the backward colonies with the struggle 
of the advanced proletariat against the common enemy, imperialism. ` 

_ The second factor is that the vague slogan of the right:of nations to. 

self:detetmination ‘has’ been’ replaced by the clear revolutionary slogan’ of: 
the right of nations and colonies to political secession and’ the formation 
nf independent states, When-they spoke of the ‘right of’ self-determina- 
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tion, the moving spirits of the Second International as a rule never even 
hinted at the right to political secession—the right of self-determination 
was at best interpreted to mean the right to autonomy in general 
Springer and Bauer, the “experts” on the national question, even went 
so far as to convert the right of self-determination into the right of the 
oppressed nations of Europe to cultural autonomy, that is, the right to 
have their own cultural institutions while all the political (and economic) 
power was to remain jn the hands of the dominant nation. In other 
words, the right of non-sovereign nations to self-determination was trans- 
formed into the privilege of the dominant nations to wield political 
power, and the question of political secession was excluded. Kautsky, 
the ideological leader of the Second International, associated himself in 
the main with this essentially imperialist interpretation of self-determina- 
tion as given by Springer and Bauer. It is not surprising that the im- 
perialists, realising how convenient for them this feature of the slogan 
of self-determination is, proclaimed this slogan their own. As we know, 
the imperialist war, the aim of which was to enslave peoples, was fought 
under the flag of self-determination. Thus the vague slogan of self- 
determination was transformed from an instrument of emancipation of 
uations and of equality of nations, into an instrument for taming 
nations, an instrument for keeping nations in subjection to imperialism. 
The course of events in recent years all over the world, the logic of 
revolution in Europe, and, lastly, the spread of the movement for 
emancipation in the colonies demanded that this slogan, which had be- 
come a reactionary slogan, should be cast aside and replaced by another 
slogan, a revolutionary slogan, which would serve to dissipate the atmos- 
phere of mistrust entertained by the toiling masses of the non-sovereign 
nations towards the proletarians of the dominant nations and to clear 
the way for the equality of nations and for the unity of the toilers of all 


nations. Sucha slogan is the slogan issued by the Communists proclaim® 
ing the right. of:non-sovereign nations and colonies to political secession.” 


The advantages: ofthis: slogan are that: 
1. It removes all grounds of suspicion that the toilers of one 


uation: entertain annexatory ambitions towards the toiers of another: 
uation, and therefore creates a basis for mutual confidence and voluntary 


amalgamation : and : 


2. It. tears the ae from the imperialists, who, while mendaciously e 


prating- of self-determination, are endeavouring to keep he non-sovereign 


peoples..and. colonies in ‘subjection: -and .to retain them within theirs 


imperialist state, and thus intensifies the struggle of these peoples and 
colonies. for emancipation from imperialism. 


It need hardly be shown that the Russian workers could not have,- 
gained the sympathies of their comrades of other nationalities in the West” 


and the East if, having assumed power, they had not proclaimed the 
right of peoples to: political secession, if they had not demonstrated “in 
ictice. their readiness: to give effect to this inalienable right of peoplés, 
they ‘had: not renounced their “rights,” let us say, to Finland (1917),, 
if they had not withdrawn the troops from Northern Persia (1917), if 
they had not renounced all claims to certain parts of Mongolia and China; 

and so on, and SO forth. 
It is equally unquestionable that the fact that the policy of the 


imperialists, skilfully concealed under the flag of self-determination, has- 


recently been meeting with defeat after defeat in the East is due among 
other reasons to its having there encountered a growing movement for 
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emancipation, which has arisen as a result of agitation in the spirit of 
the demand for the right of peoples to political secessiou. This is not 
understood by the heroes of the Second and Two-and-a-Half Interna- ' 
tionals, who are zeaously abusing the Baku “Council of Action and Pro- 
paganda” * for certain immaterial lapses it has committed; but it will 
be understood by anyone who takes the trouble to acquaint himself with 
the activities of this “Council” during the year it has been in existence 
and with the movement for emancipation of the Asiatic and African 
colonies during the last two or three years. 

The third factor is the disclosure of the connection, the organic con- 


nection, between the national and colonial question and the question of 
‘the power of capital, the overthow of capitalism and the dictatorship of 


thë” proletariat. In the period of the Second International the national 
question, narrowed to the extreme in scope, was usually treated as an 
isolated question, unrelated to the future proletarion revolution. It was 
tacitly assumed that the national question would be settled “naturally,” 
before the proletarian revolution, by means of a series of reforms within 
the framework of capitalism; that the proletarian revolution could be 
accomplished without a radical solution of the national problem, and that, 
sice versa, the national problem could be solved without the overthrow 
of the power of capital, without and prior to the victory of the pro- 
letarian revolution. This essentially imperialist view runs like a crimson 
thread through the works of Springer and Bauer on the national ques- 
tion. But the last decade has exposed the utter falsity and rottenness of 
this conception of the national question. The imperialist war has shown, 
and the revolutionary experience of recent years: has again confirmed: 

1. That the national and colonial questions are inseparable from. the 
question of emancipation from the power of capital ;, 

<2. That imperialism (the highest form of capitalism) cannot. exist.. 
without the political and economic enslavement of non-sovereign nations. 
and colonies ; 

3. That the non- sovereign nations.and colonies cannot be emanci- 
pated without the overthrow of the power of capital ; and 

4.° That the victory of ‘the proletariat cannot- be a'lasting one unless 


the non-sovereign nations and colonies are emancipated from: the yoke: of: 


imperialism. 

While Europe ona America may be called the front, the scene of 
the main engagements between socialism and imperialism, the non-sove- 
reign nations and the colonies, with their raw materials, fuel, food and 
vast store of human material, should be regarded as the rear, the reserve 
of imperialism. In order to win a war one must not only triumph at 
the front but also revolutionise the enemy’s rear, his reserves. Hence 
the victory of the world proletarian revolution may be regarded as 
assured only if the proletariat is able to combine its own revolutionary 
struggle with the movement for emancipation of the toiling masses of 
the non-sovereign nations and the colonies against the power of the im- 
perialists and for a dictatorship of the proletariat. This “trifle” was 
overlooked by the moving spirits of the- Second and the Two-and-a-Half 
Internationals when they divorced the national and colonial question from 
the question of power in the era of growing proletarian revolution in the 
West. 

* It was formed in September 1920 at a congress of peoples of the East held in 
Bakn. 


* 
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The fourth factor is that a new element has been introduced into the... 
national. question—the “element of real (and not merely juridical); 
equalisation of nations (helping and encouraging the backward nations to. | 
raise themselves to the cultural and economic level of the more advanced” 
uations), as one of the. conditions necessary for’ securing. fraternal coz" 
operation between the toiling masses of the various nationalities. In the., 
period of the Second International nothing more was done than to” pro-— 
claim “national equality” ; at best the demand was made for the realisa- 
lion of ‘such equality.” But national equality, in itself a very important: 
political acquisition, runs the risk. of remaining merely an empty phrase if 


adequate resources and opportunities for exercising this very important 


right do not exist. .Thére can be no question but that- the toiling masses _ 
of. the backward peoples are not in a position to exercise the ‘right of: 
“national equality” granted them to the degree that it can be exercised: 
by. the toiling masses of advanced nationalities. The actual inequality’ 
‘of nations (cultural and economic), which is inherited from the past and 


which cannot be abolished in one or two years makes its influence felt. 
This circumstance is particularly perceptible in Russia, where a number 
of nationalities have never passed through capitalism, and some have not 
even entered the phase of capitaism, and have no proletariat, or practically 
no proletariat, of their own ; where, in spite of the fact that full national 
equality has already been established, the toiling masses of these nationa- 
lities are not in a position to make adequate use of the rights they have 


won in. view of their cultural and economic backwardness. This inequality — 


will make itself felt still more “on the morrow” of the victory of 
the proletariat in the West, when numerous backward colonies and semi- 
colonies, marked by the most varied levels of development, will inevitably 
appear on the scene. . That is why it is essential that the triumphant pro- 
letariat of the advanced countries should render aid, real and prolonged 
aid, to the toiling masses of the backward nationalities in their cultural 
and economic development ; that it should help them to rise to a higher 
stage of development and to catch up with the more advanced nationali- 
ties. Unless such aid is forthcoming it will be impossible to bring about 
the peaceful co-existence and fraternal collaboration of the toilers of the 
various nations and: peoples within a single world economic system that 
are so essential for the final triumph of socialism. 


‘But from this it follows that we cannot content ourselves with 
“national equality” and that “national equality” must be extended by 
measures for securing the real equality of nationalities, and that we must 
proceed to work out and put into effect practical measures in relation to: 

A. The study of the economic conditions, social life and culture of 
the backward nations and peoples ; 

2. The development of their culture ; 

3. Their political education ; 

4. Their gradual and painless incorporation into the higher forms 
of economic life ; and 

5. The organisation of economic co-operation between the toilers of 
ihe backward and the advanced nationalities. 

Such are the four principal factors which distinguish the new for- 
mulation of the national question as given by the Communists. 


Declaration of the Constitution 
of a Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 


Since the formation of the Soviet requblics the states of the world 
have been split into two camps: the camp of capitalism and the camp of 
socialism. 

There, in the camp of capitalism, we have national animosity and in- 
equality, colonial slavery and chauvanism, national oppression and 
pogroms, imperialist brutalities and wars. 

Here, in the camp of socialism, we have mutual confidence and peace, 
national freedom and equality, the peaceful co-existence and fraternal 
collaboration of peoples. 

The attempts made by the capitalist world during: the course of 
decades to solve.the problem of nationalities by combining the frec 
development of peoples with the system of exploitation of man by man 
have proved fruitless. On the contrary, the skein of national contradic- 
tions is becoming more and more entangled and is threatening the very 
existence of capitalism. The bourgeoisie has proved itself utterly incapable 
of bringing about the collaboration of peoples. , 

Only in the camp of the Soviets, only under the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, which has rallied the majority of the population around itself, 


‘has it proved possible to abolish national oppression root and branch, to 


create an atmosphere of mutual confidence, and to lay the foundation for 
the fraternal collaboration of peoples. 

It was thanks to these circumstances alone that the Soviet republics 
were able to beat off the attacks of the imperialists of the world, both 
domestic and foreign; it was thanks- to these circumstances alone that 
they successfully managed to put an end +o the Civil War, to preserve 
their existence and to commence peaceful economic construction. 

But the years of war have left their traces. Ruined fields, idle 
factories, shattered productive forces and exhausted ecomomic resources 
left as a heritage by the war render inadequate the individual efforts of the 
individual republics to build up their economy. The restoration of the 
national economy has proved to be impossible while the republics con- 
tinue to lead separate existences. 

On the other hand, the instabilty of the international situation and 
the danger of new attacks render inevitable the creation of a united front 


` of the Soviet republics in face of the capitalist encirclement. 


Finally, the very structure of Soviet government, which is interna- 
tional in its class nature, impels the toiling masses of the Soviet republics 
to unite into one socialist family. 

- All these circumstances imperatively demand the amalgamation of 
the Soviet republics into a single federal state, capable of ensuring external 
security, internal economic progress and the unhampered national develop- 
ment of the peoples. 

The will of the peoples of the Soviet republics who recently assem- 
bled at their Congresses of Soviets and unanimously resolved to form a 
Uuion of Soviet Socialist Rupublics, is a sure pledge that this Uuion is a 
voluntary association of peoples enjoying equal status, that each republic 
is guaranteed the right of freely seceding from the Union that admission 
to the Union is open to all socialist Soviet republics, whether now existing 

18 
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cr hereafter to arise, that the new federal state will prove itself a worthy 
crown to the foundation for the peaceful co-existence and fraternal 
collaboration of peoples laid in October 1917, and that it will serve as a 
reliable bulwark against world capitalism and a new and decisive advance 
towards the amalgamation of the working people of all countries into a 
World Socialist Soviet Republic. 

Declaring all this to the world, and solemnly proclaiming the firmness 
of the foundations of the Soviet government as expressed in the constitu- 
tions of the socialist Soviet republics by whom we have been empowered, 
we, the delegates of these republics, acting in accordance with our 
mandates, have resolved to conclude a treaty for the constitution of a 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 


National Factors in Party 
and State Development 


Resolution Adopted by the Twelfth Congress of the Russian 
Communist Party, April 1928 


I 


1. Even as early as the last century the development of capitalism 
betrayed a tendency to internationalise the means of production and ex- 
change, to eliminate national aloofness, to bring peoples into closer 
economic relations, and gradually to merge vast territories into a single 
connected whole. The further development of ‘capitalism, the development 
of the world market, the perfection of the great rail and sea routes, the 
export of capital, and so on, still further accentuated this tendency and 
bound all kinds of peoples by ties arising out of the international division 
of labour and universal interdependence. Inasmuch as this process was 
a reflection of a colossal development of productive forces, inasmuch as it 


helped to destroy national isolation and the contradiction between the. 


interests of the various peoples, it was and is a progressive process, for it 
is creating the material conditions for a future world socialist economic 
system, 

2. But this tendency developed in specific forms which were 
completely at variance with its intrinsic historical significance. The 
interdependence of peoples and the economic amalgmation of territories 
arose in the course of development of capitalism not as a result of the 
collaboration of peoples enjoying equal status, but by means of the 
subjection of certain peoples by others, by means of the oppression and 
exploitation of less developed peoples by more developed peoples. Colonial 
plunder and annexations, national oppression and inequality, imperialist 
violence and arbitrary rule, colonial slavery and national inequality, and 
finaly, the struggle between the “civilised” nations for mastery over the 
“uncivilised” peoples—such were the forms in which the process of econo- 
wic amalgamation of peoples took place. For this reason we find that side 
by side with the tendency to amalgamation there grew up a tendency to 
destroy the violent forms assumed by this amalgamation, a struggle for 


the emancipation of the oppressed colonies and dependent nationalities 
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from the imperialist yoke. Inasmuch as the latter tendency implied a 
revolt of the oppressed masses against imperialist forms of amalgamation, 
inasmuch as it demanded the amalgamation of peoples on the basis of 
collaboration and voluntary union, it was and is a progressive tendency, 
for it is creating the psychological condition for the future world socialist 
economic system. is: 

3. The conflict between these two fundamental tendencies, ex- 

pressed in forms that are natural to capitalism, fills the history of. the 
multi-national bourgeois states during the last half-century. The fact 
that the contradiction between these tendencies is irreconcilable within 
the framework of capitalist development was the basic reason for the 
intrinsic insolidity and the organic instability of the bourgeois colonial 
states. Inevitable conflicts within such states and inevitable wars bet- 
ween such states; disintegration of the old. colony-owning states and 
the formation of new ones ;.a new drive for colonies and‘ again the dis- 
integration of multi-national states, leading to a new re-arrangement of 
the political map of the world—such are the results of this fundamental 
contradiction. The disintegration of the old Russia, of Austria-Hungary 
and of Turkey on the one hand, and the history of such colony-owning 
states as Great Britain and the old Germany on the other ; and, lastly, 
the “great” imperialist war and the spread of the revolutionary move- 
ment among the colonial and non-sovereign peoples—all these and similar 
facts clearly point to the instability and insolidity of the multi-national 
bourgeois states. 
Thus the irreconcilable contradiction between the process of eco- 
nomic amalgamation of the peoples and the. imperialist methods of 
accomplishing this amalgamation was the cause of the inability, help- 
Iessness and impotence of the bourgeoisie in finding a-correct approach 
to the solution of the national problem. 

4. Our Party took these circumstances into consideration when it 


‘made the basis of its policy in the national question the right of nations 


to self-determination, the right of peoples to lead an independent politi- 
cal existence. From the first days of its existence, at its very first con- 
ress (in 1898), when the contradictions of capitalism in connection with 
the national question had not yet become fully and clearly defined, the 
Party recognised this inalienable right of nations. In subsequent years 
it invariably endorsed its national programme in specific decisions and 
resolutions of its congresses and conferences down to the October Revolu- 
tion. The imperialist war and the mighty revolutionary movement which 
arose in connection with it in the colonies only provided new corrobora- . 
tion of the correctness of the decisions adopted by the Party on the © 
national question. These decisions consist of (a) the vigorous repudia- 
tion of all forms of compulsion in relation to the nationalities ; (b) the 
recognition of the equal and’ sovereign right of the peoples to determine 
their own destinies ; (c) the recognition of the principle that a durable 
amalgamation of peoples can be accomplished only on a basis of colla- 
boration and voluntary consent; (d) the proclamation of the truth that 
such an amalgamation is possible only as a result of the overthrow of 
the power of capital. 

Our Party in its work never tired of advancing this programme of 
national emancipation in opposition to both the frankly coercive policy 
of tsarism and the half-hearted, semi-imperialist policy of the. Mensheviks 
and Socialist-Revolutionaries. Whereas the tsarist Russification policy 
created an abyss between tsarism and the nationalities of old Russia, 
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and whereas the semi-imperialist policy of the Mensheviks and Socialist- 
Revolutionaries led the best elements among these nationalities to desert 
Kerenskyism, the policy of emancipation pursued by our Party won for 
it the sympathy and support of the broad masses of these nationalities in 
ihe struggle it waged against tsarism and the imperialist Russian bour- 
geoisie. There can be little doubt that this sympathy and support was 
one of the. decisive factors that determined the triumph of our Party in 
the October Revolution. 

5. The October Revolution confirmed and gave practical effect to 
the decisions of our Party on the national question. By overthrowing 
the power of the landlords and capitalists, to whom national oppression 
was chiefly due, and by putting the proletariat in power, the October Re- 
volution at one blow smashed the fetters of national oppression, destroyed 
the old relations between peoples, removed the grounds of the old 
national enmity, cleared the way for the collaboration of peoples, and 
won for the Russian proletariat the confidence of its brothers of other 
nationalities, not only in Russia, but in Europe and Asia as well. -It 
need hardly be shown that had it not enjoyed this confidence the Rus- 
sian proletariat could not have defeated Kolchak and Denikin. Yudenich 
and Wrangel. On the other hand, there is no doubt that the oppressed 
nationalities could not have achieved their emancipation if the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat had not been established in the centre of Russia. 
National enmity and national conflicts are inevitable, unavoidable, as long 
as capital is in power, as long as the petty bourgeoisie, and in particular 
the peasantry, of the former “sovereign” nation, permeated as they are 
by nationalist prejudices, follow the capitalists; and, on the contrary, 
national peace and national freedom may be considered assured when the 
peasantry and the other petty-bourgeous strata follow the proletariat, that 
is, when the dictatorship of the proletariat is assured. Hence, the triumph 
of the Soviets and the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat 
constitute the basis and foundation on which the fraternal collaboration 
of peoples within a single federal.state can be built up. 

6. But the results of the October Revolution are not confined to the 
elimination of national oppression and the creation of a basis for the 
amalgamation of peoples. In the course of its development the October 
Revolution also evolved the forms of this amalgamation and laid down the 
main lines for the amalgamation of peoples into a single federal state. In 
the first period of the revolution, when the toiling masses of the national- 
ities first came to feel that they were independent national units, while 
the. threat of foreign intervention had not yet become a real danger, 
collaboration between the peoples did not yet assume a fully and strictly 
defined form. In the period of civil war and intervention, when the 
requirements of military defence in the national republics assumed prime 
importance, while questions of economic construction had not yet been 
placed on the order of the day, collaboration took the form of a military 
alliance. Finally, in the post-war period, when the problems of the 
restoration of the productive forces destroyed by the war assumed prime 
importance, the military alliance was supplemented by an economic 
alliance. The amalgamation of the national republics into the Union of 
Soviet Republics represents the concluding stage in the development of 
the forms of collaboration, which have now assumed the character of a 
military, economic and political amalgamation of peoples into a single 
multi-national Soviet state. 

Thus in Soviet system the proletariat has. found the key to the 
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national problem, has found the way to organise a durable multi-national 
state on the basis of national equality and voluntary consent. 

7. But the fact that the key has been found to the national problem 
does not yet mean that it has been solved fully and finally, that the solu- 
tion has been exhaustively realised concretely and practically. In order 
to give proper effect to the national programme advanced by the October 
Revolution, it is necessary to surmount obstacles which have been left to 
us as a heritage from the period of national oppression, obstacles that 
cannot be surmounted at one stroke and at short notice. 

This heritage consists, in the first place, in the survivals of dominant- 
nation chauvinism, which is a reflection of the former privileged position 
of the Great-Russians. These survival still persist in the minds of our 
Soviet officials, both central and local; they breed in our state institutions, 
central and local; they are receiving reinforcements in the shape of the 
“new” Smenovekh Great-Russian chauvinist spirit, which the New 
Economic Policy tends to accentuate. In practice they find expression 
in an arrogent, negligent and soullessly bureaucratic attitude on the part 
of Russian Soviet officials towards the needs and requirements of the 
national republics. The multi-national Soviet state can be really durable, 
and the collaboration of the peoples within it really fraternal, only if 
these survivals are vigorously and irrevocably eradicated from the 
practice of our state institutions. The situation in a number of the 
national republics (the Ukraine, Byelorussia, Azerbaidjan and Turkestan) 
is complicated by the fact that a considerable section of the working class, 
which forms the main support of Soviet government, are by nationality 
Great-Russian. In these districts the alliance between the town and the 
countryside, between the working class and the peasantry, encounters a 
powerful obstacle in the from of the survivals of Great-Russian chauvin- 
ism in both Party and Soviet organs. Under these circumstances, to talk 
of the superiority of Russian culture and to advance the thesis that the 
victory of the superior Russian culture over the cultures of more backward 
peoples (Ukrainian, Azerbaidjanian, Uzbek, Kirghiz and so on) is inevi- 
table is nothing but an attempt to perpetuate the domination of the 
Great-Russian nationality. Thus the first immediate task of our Party is 
to wage determined warfare on the survivals of Great-Russian chauvinism. 

This heritage consists, secondly, in the actual, i.e., economic and 
cultural, inequality of the nationalities of the Union of Republics. The 
equality of legal status of the nations won by the October Revolution is 
a great achievement for the peoples, but it does not in itself solve the 
whole national problem. A number of republics and peoples, which have 
not passed, or have hardly entered, the stage of capitalism, which have 
no proletariat, or hardly any proletariat, of their own, and which on this 
account are backward economically and culturally, are incapable of 
utilising to the full the rights and opportunities offered them by 
national equality; they are incapable of achieving a higher level of 
development, and thus catching up with the more advanced nationalities, 
unless they receive real and prolonged assistance from outside. The 
causes of this actual inequality lie not only in the history of these peoples, 
but also in the policy pursued’ by tsarism and the Russian bourgeoisie, 
which aimed at converting the border regions into areas exclusively 
producing raw materials and ‘exploited by the industrially developed 
central districts. To remove this inequality in a short space of time, to — 
eliminate this heritage in a year or two, is impossible. The Tenth 
Congress of our Party has already pointed out that “the elimination of 
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actual national inequality is a lengthy process involving a stubborn and 
persistent struggle against all survivals of national oppression and colonial 
slavery.’ But eliminated it must be at all costs. And it can be eliminated 
only if real and prolonged assistance is given by the Russian proletariat 
to the backward peoples of the Union in their economic and cultural 
advancement. This assistance must first and foremost take the form 
of a series of practical measures for creating in the republics of formerly 
oppressed nationalities industrial centres, into the operation of which 
the local population should be drawn to the greatest possible extent. 
Lastly, this assistance must, in accordance with the resolution of the Tenth 
Congress, be rendered simultaneously with the struggle of the toiling 
masses against the local and foreign exploiting upper strata, which are 
gaining in strength in connection with the New Economic Policy, and for 
the consolidation of their social positions. Since these republics are 
chiefly agricultural districts, domestic social measures must first and 
foremost proceed along the lines of allotting to the toiling population land 
from the free state reserve. Otherwise there can be no grounds for 
expecting the establishment of a proper and durable collaboration of 
peoples within the framework of a single federal state. Hence, the 
second immediate task of our Party is to strive to eliminate the actual 
inequality of the nationalities and to raise the cultural and economic level 
of the backward peoples. 

This heritage consists, lastly, in the survivals of nationalism among 
a number of peoples which have suffered the heavy yoke of national 
oppression and have not yet managed to rid their minds of old national 
grudges. These survivals find practical expression in a certain national 
aloofness and a lack of complete trust on the part of the formerly 
cppressed peoples in measures proceeding from the Russian. However, 
in some of the republics the population of which is made up of several 
nationalities, this defensive nationalism often turns into aggressive 
nationalism, into the outright chauvinism of the stronger nationality 
directed against the weaker nationalities of these republics. Georgian 
chauvinism (in Georgia) against the Armenians, Ossets, Adjarians and 
Abkhasians ; Azerbaidjanian chauvinism (in Azerbaidjan) against the 
Armenians ; Uzbek chauvinism (in Bokhara and Khorezm) against the 
Yurkmens and Kirghiz, (American chauvinism,) and so on—all these 
forms of chauvinism, which moreover are fostered by the conditions of 
the New Economic Policy and by competition, are a grave evil which 
threatens to make certain of the national republics the scene of squabbl- 
ing and wrangling. It need hardly be said that all these factors hinder 
the cause of the actual amalgamation of the peoples into a single federal 
state. When the survivals of nationalism are a peculiar form of defence 
against Great-Russian chauvinism,. the surest means of overcoming 
nationalist survivals is to wage determined war on Great-Russian chau- 
yinism. When, however, these survivals assume the form of local chau- 
vinism directed against the week national groups in certain of the repub- 
lics, it is the duty of Party members to wage direct war on these survivals. 
Thus the third immediate task of our Party is to combat nationalist sur- 
vivals, and particularly the chauvinist forms of these survivals. 

8. We must regard as one of the most pronounced expressions of 
the heritage of the past, the fact that a considerable number of Soviet 
officials in the centre and in the localities regard the Union of Republics 
not as an alliance of equal political units, whose mission it is to guarantee 
the free development of the national republics, but as a step towards the 
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abolition of these republics and as the beginning of the formation of 
what is called the “single and indivisible.” 

We must regard as a similar consequence of the heritage of the past 
the endeavour of certain departments of the R. S. F. S. R. to render the 
independent Commissariats of the autonomous republics subordinate to 
themselves and to pave the way for abolishing the latter. 

The congress condemns this couception as anti-proletarian and 
reactionary, proclaims the absolute necessity of the existence and con- 
tinued development of the national republics, and calls upon the mem- 
bers of the Party. to keep vigilant watch lest the amalgamation of the 
republics and the fusion of the Commissariats should be utilised by 
chauvinistically-minded Soviet officials as a screen for their attempts to 
ignore the economic and cultural needs of the national republics. The 
fusion of the Commissariats is a test for the Soviet apparatus: if this 
experiment were in practice to betray a dominant-nation tendency, the 
Party would be obliged to adopt the most resolute measures against such 
a distortion, even to the extent of raising the question of annulling the 
fusion of certain Commissariats until such time as the Soviet apparatus 
has been properly re-educated so that it will give genuinely proletarian 
and genuinely fraternal heed to the needs and requirements of the small 
and backward nationalities. 

9. The Union of Republics, established on the principle of the equal 


‘status and the voluntary consent of the workers and peasants of each 


republic, is the first experiment on the part of the proletariat in regulat- 
ing international relations between independent countries and the first 
step towards the creation of the future World Soviet Labour Republic. 
Since the Union of Republics is a new form of co-existence of peoples, a 
new form of collaboration of peoples within a single federal state, within 
which the survivals outlined above are to be eliminated in the process 
of the co-operative work of the peoples. the supreme organs of the Union 
must be so constructed as fully to reflect not only the common needs and 
requirements of all nationalities of the Union, but also the special needs 
and requirements of each individual nationality. For this reason, in 
addition to the existing central organs of the Union, which represent the 
toiling masses of the entire Union without distinction of nationality, 
there.should be created a special organ representing all the nationalities 
on an equality basis. Such a structure of the central organs of the 
Union would make it fully possible to lend an attentive ear to the needs 
and requirements of the peoples, to render them timely and necessary 
aid, to create an atmosphere of complete mutual confidence, and thus 
to nullify the above-mentioned heritage in the most painless way. 

10, On the basis of what has been said, the congress recommends 
the members of the Party to secure the accomplishment of the following 
practical measures : 

(a) That in establishing the central organs of the Union, equality of 
rights and duties of the republics be ensured both in relations between 
themselves and in their relations with the central government of the 


’ Union ; 


(b) That within the system of the higher organs of the Union a 
special organ be instituted representing on an equality basis all national 
republics and national regions without exception, possible provision 
being made for the representation of all nationalities forming part. of 
ihese republics ; 

(c) That the executive organs of the Union be so constructed as to 
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nsure the real participation of the representatives of the republics and 
the satisfaction of the needs and requirements of the peoples of the 
Union ; 3 

(d) That the republics be granted sufficiently wide financial and, in 
particular, budgetary powers to enable them to exercise their own initia- 
tive in matters of state administration, culture and economy ; 

(e) That the- organs of the national republics and regions be 
recruited chiefly from among the local inhabitants acquainted with the 
language, social life, manners and customs of the peoples concerned ; 

(f) That special legislation be promulgated providing that in all 
state organs and in all institutions serving the local non-native popula- 
tion and the national minorities the language of these latter be employed 
and that all violators of national rights, in particular the rights of 
national minorities, bè punished with revolutionary severity ; 

(g) That educational work be intensified in the Red Army with the 
object of instilling the idea of the brotherhood and solidarity of the 
peoples of the Union and that practical measures be taken to organise 
national military units, all necessary steps being taken fully to ensure 
the defence of the republics. 


H 


1. The development of the organisations of our Party in the majo- 
rity of the national republics is taking place under conditions which do 
not wholly favour their growth and consolidation. The economic back- 
wardness of these republics: the numerical weakness of the national pro- 
tetariat, the shortage or even total lack of old Party workers belonging 
to the native population, the lack of suitable Marxist literature in the 
native languages, the weakness of Party educational work,- and, lastly, 
the presistence of survivals of radical-nationalist traditions, which have 
not yet died out, have given rise among the local Communists to a 
definite deviation in the direction of overrating the specific national fea- 
tures and of underrating the class interests of the proletariat—a deviation 
towards nationalism. This factor becomes especially dangerous in the 
case of republics inhabited by several nationalities, where it frequently 
assumes the form of a deviation among the Communists of the stronger 
nationality towards chauvinism directed against the Communists of the 
weak nationalities (Georgia, Azerbaidjan, Bokhara, Khorezm). The 
deviation towards nationalism is dangerous because, by hindering the 
emancipation of the national proletariat from the ideological influence of 
the national bourgeoisie, it impedes the knitting the proletarians of the 
yarious nationalities into a single internationalist organisation. 

9. On the other hand, the presence in both the central institutions 
of the Party and the organisations of the Communist Parties of the 
aational republics of large numbers of old Party workers of Russian 
descent, who are unfamiliar with the manners, customs and language 
of the toiling masses of these republics, and who for this reason are not 


always attentive to their requirements, has given rise in our Party to a. 


deviation which consists in underrating specific national features and 
national language in Party work, to an arrogant and negligent attitude 
towards these specific features—a deviation towards Great-Russian chauvi- 


nism. This deviation is pernicious not only because, by impeding the’ 


formation of Communist cadres of local inhabitants acquainted with the 
national language, it creates the danger that the party may become 
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isolated from the proletarian masses of the national republics, but also 
and primarily, because it feeds and nourishes the deviation towards 
uationalism outlined above and hinders the struggle against this 
deviation. 

3. Condemning both these deviations as harmful and dangerous to 
the cause. of communism, and drawing the attention of the members of 


. the Party to the particular danger of the deviation towards Great-Russian 


chauvinism, the congress calls upon the Party to eliminate as quickly as 
possible these survivals of the past in our Party affairs. 

The congress instructs the Central Committee to carry out the fol- 
lowing practical measures : 

(a) To form Marxist study circles of an advanced type among the 
local Party workers in the national republics ; 

(b) To develop literature dealing with fundamental Marxist princi- 
ples written in the native languages ; f 

(c) To reinforce the University of the Peoples of the East and its 
branches in the localities ; ; 

(d) To establish under the aegis of the Central Committees of the 


national Communist Parties groups of instructors recruited from among 
local workers ; : 


(e) To develop mass Party literature in the native languages a 
(f) To intensify Party educational work in the republics ; 

(g) To intensify work among the youth in the republics. l 

4. In view of the great importance which attaches to the activity 
of responsible workers in the autonomous and independent republics and 
in the border regions generally (realisation of the bond between the toilers 
of the particular republics and the toilers of the rest of the Union), the 
congress charges the Central Committee to take steps for the especially 
careful selection of these workers in order that it may fully ensure the 


carrying into effect of the decisions of the Party on the national 
question. 


Report on National Factors 
in Party and State Development 


Delivered at the Twelfth Congress of the Russian Communist 
Party, April 28, 1928 


Comrades, this is the third time since the October Revolution that 
we are discussing the national question : the first time was at the Eighth 
Congress, the second at the Tenth, and the third at the Twelfth. Does 
this indicate that something has changed fundamentally in our views on 
the national question? No, our fundamental view of the national ques- 
tion has remained what it was both before and after the October Revo- 
lution. But since the Tenth Congress the international situation has 


i changed, inasmuch as greater importance has been acquired by the heavy 


reserves of the revolution which the countries of the East now constitute. 
That is the first point. The second point is that since the Tenth Congress 
our Party has witnessed certain changes in the internal situation in con- 


ei with the New Economic Policy. All these new factors must be 
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taken into account and the conclusion drawn from them. In this sense 
one may say that the national question is being presented at the Twelfth 
Congress in a new way. | 

As to the international significance of the national question. You 
know, comrades, that we, the Soviet federation, by the will of historical 
destiny, now represent the vanguard of the world revolution. You know 


that we were the first to break through the general capitalist front, that - 


it has been our destiny to take precedence of all others. You know that 
in our advance we went as far as Warsaw, that we then retreated, 
entrenching ourselves in the positions we considered strongest. From 


that moment we passed to the New Economic Policy, from that moment . 


we realised that the international revolutionary movement was slowing 
down, and from that moment our policy changed from a policy of offence 
to a policy of defence. We could not advance after we had failed at 
Warsaw (we shall not hide the truth); we could not advance, for we 
would have risked being cut off from our rear, which jn our case is a 
. peasant rear; and, lastly, we would have risked advancing too far ahead 
of the reserves of the revolution with which destiny has provided us the 
reserves of the East and the West. That is why we made a turn within 
the country towards the New Economic Policy, and outside the country 
towards a slower rate of advance; for we decided that we needed a 
respite, that we must heal our wounds, the wounds received by the 
vanguard, the proletariat, that we must establish contact with the peasant 
rear, and continue to prosecute our work among the reserves, which had 
fallen behind us—the reserves of the West and the reserves of the East, 
the heavy reserves which form the main rear of world capitalism. It 
is of these reserves—the heavy reserves of the East, which at the same’ 
time constitute the rear of world imperialism—that we must speak when 
discussing the national question. “i 

> One thing or the other: either we succeed in stirring up and revo- 
lutionising the far imperialist rear—the colonial and semi-colonial coun- 
tries of the East—and thereby hasten the fall of capitalism ; or we fail in 
this, and thereby strengthen imperialism and weaken the force of our 
movement. That is how the question stands. 

The fact of the matter is that the whole East regards our Union of 
Republics as an experimental station. Either we shall, within the Union 
find a correct solution for the national problem in practical application 
and establish truly fraternal relations and true collaboration among the 
peoples—in which case the entire East will see that our federation is the 
banner of its liberation, its advance guard, in whose footsteps it must 
follow—and that will be the beginning of the collapse of world imperial- 
ism; or we, the federation as a whole, commit an error undermine. the 
confidence of formerly oppressed peoples in the proletariat of Russia, 
and deprive the Union of Republics of that power of attraction which it 
possesses in the eyes of the East—in which case imperialism will win 
and we shall lose. : 

That is the international significance of the national question. 

The national question is also of importance for us from the point of 
view of the internal situation ; not only because the former sovereign 
uation numerically constitutes about 75,000,000 people and the other 
nations 65,000,000 (no mean figure) and not only because the formerly ; 
oppressed nationalities inhabit regions most essential from the point of | 
view of economic development and most important from the point of | 
view of military strategy, but first and foremost because during the Jast 
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two years we have introduced what is known as the New Economic 
Policy, as a result of which Russian nationalism has grown and become 
accentuated, the idea of Smenovekhism has been born, and the desire 
is rife to accomplish peacefully what Denikin failed to accomplish, i.e., 
to create the. so-called “single and indivisible.” 

Thus, as a result of the New Economic Policy, a new force is being 
engendered in the internal life of our country, namely, Great-Russian 
chauvinism, which breeds in our institutions, which penetrates not only 
into Soviet institutions, but also into Party institutions, and which stalks 
in every corner of our federation. And the result will be that if we do 
not resolutely repulse this new force, if we do not strike at its roots— 
and the conditions of the New Economic Policy favour its growth—we 
shall be faced with the risk of a rupture between the proletariat of the 
former sovereign nation and the peasantry of the formerly oppressed 
nations—which will mean the undermining of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. i 

But the New Economic Policy fosters not only Russian chauvinism 
-—it also fosters local varieties of chauvinism, especially in republics com- 
posed of several nationalities. I have in mind Georgia, Azerbaidjan, 
Bokhara and partly—one might add—Turkestan, in all of which there 
are several nationalities, the foremost elements of which may soon begin- 
to compete among themselves for supremacy. Of course, these local 
varieties of chauvinism are not as strong and therefore not as dangerous 
as chauvinism. But they are dangerous nevertheless, for they threaten 
to turn some of our republics into a scene of national wrangling and thus 
weaken the bonds of internationalism in these republics. 

Such are the international and internal reasons for the great, the 
paramount importance of the national question in general, and at the 
present moment in particular. : 

What is the class essence of the national question? What is the 
national question? The essential thing in the national question from 


‘the class point of view is to establish definite relations—I am speaking of 


cour Soviet conditions—to establish definite and correct relations between 
the proletariat of the former sovereign nation and the peasantry of the 
formerly oppressed nationalities. The question of the bond between the 
proletariat and the peasantry has been more than sufficiently discussed 
here, but when this question was discussed in connection with the reports 
of Kamenev, Kalinin and Sokolnikov, and even of Rykov and Trotsky, 
the chief thing in mind was the relations between the Russian proletariat 
and the Russian peasantry. Here, in the national sphere, we are deal- 
ing with a more complex mechanism. Here we are concerned with the 
cuestion of establishing proper relations between the proletariat of the 
former sovereign nation, which represents the most cultured section of 
the proletariat in our entire federation, and the peasantry, mainly the 
peasantry of the formerly oppressed nationalities. That is the class 
essence of the national question. If the proletariat succeeds in establish- 
ing with regard to the peasantry of other nationalities relations that will 
be capable of eradicating all remnants of mistrust towards everything 
Russian, a mistrust implanted and fostered for decades by the policy of 
tsarism ; if, moreover, the Russian proletariat succeeds in bringing about 
complete mutual understanding and confidence, in effecting a genuine 
alliance not only between the Russian proletariat and the Russian pea- 
santry, but also between the Russian proletariat and the peasantry of 
other nationalities, the problem will be-sloved. To achieve this it is neces- 
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sary that the government of the proletariat should be as dear to the pea- 
santry of other nationalities as it is to the Russian peasantry. And in order 
that the Soviet government should become dear also to the peasantry of 
other nationalities, it must be comprehensible to this peasantry, it must 
function in their own language, the schools and government bodies must 
be recruited from among the local people acquainted with the language. 
manners, customs and traditions. Only when the institutions and govern- 
ment bodies in the republics of these countries speak and function in the 
native language, only then, and only to that exent, will the Soviet govern- 


ment, which until very recently was a Russian. government, become a 


government that is not only Russian but inter-national, a government that 
will be near and dear to the peasants of the formerly oppressed nationa- 
lites. That is one of the fundamental factors in the national problem in 
general, and in the national problem under Soviet conditions in particular. 

What is the characteristic feature of the solution of the national 
problem at the present moment in 1923? What form have the problems 
requiring solution in the national sphere assumed in 1923? They have 
assumed the form of establishing collaboration between the peoples of 
our federation in the economic, military and political spheres. I am 
referring to international relations. The national problem, the essence 
of which is to establish proper relations between the proletariat of the 
former sovereign nation and the peasantry of the other nationalities, has 
at the present moment assumed a special form, which is to establish col- 
laboration and fraternal co-existence among peoples which in the past 
were disunited and which are now amalgamated within a single state. 
That is the essence of the national problem in the form it has assumed 
in 1923. The concrete form of this political amalgamation is the Union 
of Republics, which we discussed at the Congress of Soviets at the end of 
last year and which we then established. 

The basis of this Union is voluntary consent and equality of legal 
status of the members of the Union. Voluntary consent and equality—be- 
cause our national programme is based on the right of nations to indepen- 
dent political existence, formerly called the right to self-determination. 
Starting from this premise we must definitely say that no union of peoples, 
no amalgamation of peoples into a single state, can be durable unless it is 
based on absolutely voluntary consent, unless the peoples involved them- 
selves desire to unite. The second basis of the Union is the equality of 
legal status of the peoples forming the Union. And that is but natural. 
T am not referring to actual equality—of that I shall speak later—for the 
establishment of actual equality between nationalities which have gone on 
ahead and nationalities which lag behind is a very complex, very difficult 
problem, requiring many years for its solution. I am speaking at present 
of equality of legal status. Equality in this sense is expressed in the fact 
that all the republics forming the Union, in this case the four republics— 
Transcaucasia, Byelorussia, the Ukraine and the R.S.F.S.R.—enjoy the 
advantages of the Union to an equal degree and at the same time to an 
equal degree forego certain of their independent rights in favour of the 
Union, Tf the R.S.F.S.R., the Ukraine, Byelorussia and the Transcaucasian 
Republic are not each to have its own Peoples’s Commissariat of Foreign 
Affairs, it is clear that the abolition of these Commissariats and the 
establishment of a joint commissariat of Foreign Affairs for the Union 
of Republics will entail a certain restriction of the independence formerly 
enjoyed by these republics, and that the extent of this restriction will be 
the same for all the republics forming the Union. It is clear that if these 
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republics formerly had their own People’s Commissariats of Foreign 
Trade, and these Commissariats are now abolished, both in the R.S.F.S.R. 
and in the other republics, in order to make way for a joint Commissariat 
of Foreign Trade of the Union of Republics, this too will involve a certain 
restriction of the independence formerly enjoyed in full measure, but 
now curtailed in favour of the Union; and so on, and so forth. Some 
people ask a purely scholastic question, namely, whether after amalgama- 
tion the republics remain independent. That is a scholastic question. 
Their independence is restricted, for every amalgamation involves a certain 
restriction of the rights of the amalgamating parties. But the elements 
of independence of each of these republics undoubtedly remain, for each 
republic retains the right to leave the Union at its own discretion. There 
you have the elements of independence, the maximum of independencc, 
which is potentially retained by each of the republics forming part of the 
Union and which each of them is always at liberty to exercise. 

Thus the concrete form assumed by the national problem under the 
conditions prevailing in our country at the present moment is to achieve 
the collaboration of the peoples in economic, foreign and military affairs. 
We must unite the republics along these lines into a single union, known 
as the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Such are the concrete forms 
essumed by the national problem at the present time. 

But that is easier said than done. 

The fact of the matter is that in our country there are not only a 
number of factors favouring amalgamation of the peoples into a single 
state but also factors hindering amalgamation. 

The favourable factors we know. They are, firstly, the economic ties 
between the peoples, which were set up even before the time of the Soviet 
government but which the Soviet government strengthened—-a certain 
division of labour among the peoples, begun before our time, but furthered 
by us, by the Soviet government. That is the chief factor favouring the 
amalgamation of the republics into the Union. The nature of the Soviet 
government must be regarded as the second factor favouring amalgama- 
lion. That is only natural. The Soviet government is a government of the 
workers, a dictatorship of the proletariat, which by its very nature 
cncourages the toiling elements of the republics and peoples forming the 
Union to live in friendly relations with each other. That is only natural. 
And the third factor favouring amalgamation is the imperialist 
encirclement, which constitutes the environment in which tlie Union of 
Republics is obliged to operate. : 

But tbere are also factors hindering and impeding such an amalgama- 
tion. The principal force hindering the amalgamation of the republics 
into a single union is the force which, as I have said, is growing in our 
country under the influence of the New Economic Policy—Great-Russian 
chauvinism. It is by no means fortuitous, comrades, that the Smeno- 
vekhists have recruited a large number of supporters among the Soviet 
officials. That is by no means fortuitous. Nor is it fortuitous that Messrs. 
the Smenovekhists are landing the Bolshevik Communists, saying, as 
it were: You may talk as much as you like about Bolshevism, you may 
prate as much as you like about your internationalist tendencies, but we 
know that what Denikin failed to do you will do, that you Bolsheviks 
have resurrected, or at least are going to resurrect, the great idea of a 
great Russia. All this is not fortuitous. Nor is it fortuitous that this idea 
has penetrated even into some of our Party institutions. At the February 
Plenum, where the question of a Second Chamber was first raised, I was 


150 SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN 


myself a witness to utterances on the part of certain members of the 
Central Committee which were not in harmony with communism— 
utterances entirely alien to internationalism. All this is a sign of the 
times, an epidemic. The chief danger arising from this is that, owing to 
the New Economic Policy, dominant-nation chauvinism is growing in our 
country daily and hourly—dominant chauvinism, the rankest kind 
of nationalism, which strives to obliterate all that is not Russian, to gather 
all the threads of administration into the hands of Russians and to crush. 
everything that is not Russian. The chief danger is that such a policy 
involves the risk that the Russian proletariat may forfeit the confidence 
of the formerly oppressed peoples, which it won in the days of October 
Revolution, when the Russian proletarians overthrew the landlords and 
the Russian capitalists, when they, the Russian proletarians, samshed the 
fetters of national oppression, evacuated the troops from Persia and 
Mongolia, proclaimed the independence of Finland and Armenia, and 
generally placed the national question on an entirely new basis. We 
may lose every shred of the confidence we earned at that time unless we 
arm ourselves against this new, I repeat, Great-Russian chauvinism, which 
creeps along without face or form, insinuating itself drop by drop into 
the eyes and ears, drop by drop changing the mind and ‘soul of our political 
workers, so that one may hardly recognise them. It is this danger, 
comrades, that we must lay at all costs; otherwise we run the risk of losing 
the confidence of the workers and peasants of the formerly oppressed 
‘peoples, we run the risk that the ties may be snapped between these 
peoples and the Russian proletariat, which involves the risk of a fissure 
forming in the system or our dictatorship. Do not forget, comrades, 
that we advanced against Kerensky with flying colours and overthrew the 
Provisional Government partly because we were backed by the confidence 
‘of those oppressed peoples which were expecting liberation at the hands 
of the Russian proletarians. Do not forget such reserves as the oppressed 
peoples, who are mute, but whose very muteness exerts pressure and 
decides much. This is often not felt, but these peoples live, they exist, 
and they must not be forgotten. Yes, comrades, it is dangerous to forget 
them. Do not forget that if in the rear of Kolchak, Denikin, Wrangel and 


Yudenich we had not had the so-called “aliens,” the formerly oppressed . 


peoples, who disorganised the rear of these generals by their tacit 
sympathy for the Russian proletarians—comardes, that is a specific factor 
in our development, this tacit sympathy, which nobody hears or sees, but 
which decides everything—if it had not been for this sympathy, we would 
not have nailed a single one of these generals. While we were advancing 
on them, their rear was disintegrating. Why? Because these generals 
depended on the colonising elements among the Cossacks, they held out 
to the oppressed peoples the prospect of further oppression, and the 
oppressed peoples were therefore forced into our arms, while we held 
aloft the banner of the liberation of these oppressed peoples. That is 
what decided the fate of these generals; those are the factors which, 
although they are obscured by the victories of our armies, in the long 
run decided everything. This must not be forgotten. That is why we 
must make an abrupt change of front in the sense of combating the new 
chauvinist tendencies and pillorying those bureaucrats in our intitutions 
and those. Party comrades who are forgetting one of our gains in the 
October Revolution, namely, the confidence of the formerly oppressed 
peoples, a confidence we must cherish. 

-. + That is the first, and the most. dangerous, factor hindering the 
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amalgamation of the peoples and republics into a single union. It must 
be understood that if a force like Great-Russian chauvinism begins: to 
flourish and gets its way, then farewell to the confidence of the formerly 
oppressed peoples; we shall never secure collaboration within a single 
union, and we shall never have a Union of Republics. 

The second factor hindering a union of the formerly oppressed 
peoples around the Russian proletariat, comrades, is the actual inequality 
which we have inherited from the period of tsarism. , 

We have proclaimed equality of legal status and are practising it ; but 
equality of legal status, although in itself a factor of the utmost im- 
portance in the history of the develoment of the Soviet republics, is still 
a long way from actual equality. Formally, all the backward nationalities 
and all the tribes enjoy all the rights enjoyed by the other, more 
advanced, nationalities of our federation. But the trouble is that some 
nationalities have no proletarians of their own, have never passed through 
the stage of industrial development, or even entered that stage, are fright- 
fully backward culturally and are entirely unable to take advantage of 
the rights granted them by the revolution. That, comrades, is far more 
important than the question of schools. Some of our comrades here 
think that the knot can be unravelled by stressing the question of schools 
and language. That is not so, comrades. Schools will not get you very 
far. The schools are developing, so are the languages; but actual 
inequality is the basis of all discord and friction. Talk of schools and 
language is not enough. What is wanted is real, systematic, sincere and. 
genuine proletarian assistance on our part to the toiling masses. of the 
culturally and economically backward nationalities. Apart from schools 
und language, the Russian proletariat must take every necessary measure 
to establish centres of industry in the border regions, in the republics 
which are culturally backward—and they are backward not through any 
fault of their own, but because they were formerly looked upon as sources 
of raw materials. Certain attempts have already been made in this 
direction. One factory from Moscow has already been transferred to. 
Georgia and will probably soon start operation. Bokhara has taken one 
factory, and might have taken four. Turkestan is taking one large 
factory. Thus the conditions now exist. enabling these republics, which 
are backward economically and possess no proletariat, to establish with 
the aid of the Russian proletariat their own centres of industry, small 
though they may be, in order to create in these centres groups of local 
proletarians to serve as a bridge between the Russian proletarians and 
peasants and the toilers of these republics. In this sphere serious work 
is required ; and here talk of schools and language is not enough. 

But there is still a third factor hindering the amalgamation of the 
republics into a single union: it is the existence of nationalism in’ the 
individual republics. The New Economic Policy affects not only the Rüs- 
sian, but. also the non-Russian population. The New Economic Policy is 
fostering private trade and industry not only in the centre of Russia, but 
also in the individual republics. And this New Economic Policy, and. 
private capital, which is associated with it, nourish and foster: Georgian, 
Azerbaidjanian, Uzbek and other nationalism. Of course, if there were 
no Great-Russian chauvinism—which is aggressive because it is strong, 
because it always has been strong, and which has retained the habit of 
oppressing and humiliating—if there were no Great-Russian chauvinism, 
local chauvinism, as a reaction to Great-Russian chauvinism, might per- 
haps have existed, so to speak, only in the smallest way, in miniature, 
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because anti-Russian nationalism is in the long run a form of defence, a 
rather ugly form of defence against Russian nationalism, against Rus- 
sian chauvinism. If this nationalism were only defensive, it might not 
be worth making a fuss about. We could concentrate our entire weight 
of action, the entire weight of our struggle, on Great-Russian chauvinism, 
in the hope that if this powerful enemy were overcome, anti-Russian 
nationalism would be overcome with it; for, I repeat, this nationalism is 
in the long run a reaction to Great-Russian nationalism, a retaliation to 
it, a definite form of defence. Yes, that would be so if anti-Russian 
nationalism in the localities were nothing more than a reaction to Russian 
nationalism. But the trouble is that in some republics this . defensive 
nationalism is converted into aggressive nationalism. 

Take Georgia. Over 30 per cent of its population are non-Georgians. 
They include Armenians, Abkhasians, Adjarians, Ossets and Tatars. The 
Georgians dominate. And among a certain section of the Georgian Com- 
munists the idea has been developing that there is no particular need to 
reckon with these small nationalities ; they are less cultured,.less deve- 
loped, and there is therefore no need to reckon with them. That is chau- 
vinisni---2 harmful and dangerous chauvinism ; for it may turn, and has 
already turned, the small republic of Georgia into an arena of discord. 

Take Azerbaidjan. Here the Azerbaidjanians are the principal 
nationality, but there are also Armenians. Among a certain section of 
the Azerbaidjanians there is also a tendency, sometimes quite uncon- 
cealed, to think that the Azerbaidjanians are the native population of 
the country and the Armenians intruders, and that on these grounds it is 
perhaps possible to push them somewhat into the background, to dis- 
regard their interests. That is chauvinism too. It undermines that 
equality of nationalities on which the Soviet power is based. : 

Take Bokhara. In Bokhara there are three nationalities—the 
Uzbeks, who constitute the principal nationality, the Turkmens, who 
from the point of view of Bokharan chauvinism are a “less important” 
nationality, and the Kirghiz, who are few in number and are also “less 
important.” 

In Khorezm you have the same thing—Turkmens and Uzbeks. The 
Uzbeks are the principal nationality and the Turkmens are “less 
important”. i 

All this leads to confiict and weakens the Soviet power. This 
tendency towards local chauvinism must also be stricken root and branch. 
Of course, local chauvinism is not as important as Great-Russian chau- 
vinism, which in the general scheme of the national question comprises 
three-quarters of the whole; but from the point of view of local work, 
of the local people, from the point of view of the peaceful development 
of the national republics themselves, this chauvinism is a factor of prime 
moment. 

Sometimes this chauvinism begins to undergo a very intcresting evolu- 
tion. I have in mind Transcaucasia. You know that ‘Transcaucasia 
consists of three republics embracing ten nationalities. From very early 
times Transcaucasia has been the scene of massacre and strife and, under 
the Mensheviks and nationalists, the scene of warfare. You know of the 
Georgian-Armenian War. You also know of the massacres which took 
place at the beginning of 1904 and the end of 1905. I could name seve- 
ral districts where the Armenian majority massacred the entire remaining 
part of the population, which consisted of Tatars. Zangezur, for 
instance: in this region the majority of the population are Armenians, 
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and they massacred all the Tatars. I could name another province— 
Nakhichevan. There the Tatars predominated and they massacred. all 
the Armenians. That was just before the liberation of Armenia and 
Georgia from the yoke of imperialism. [Voice: That was their way of 
solving the national problem]. That also, of course, was a way of solv- 
ing the national problem. But it is not the Soviet way. Of course, the 
Russians have nothing. to do with this state of mutual national enmity, 
for it is the Tatars and Armenians who are fighting, and the Russians’ 
are not involved. That is why a special organ is required in Transcaucasia 
to regulate the relations between the nationalities. It may safely be 
said that the relations between the proletariat of formerly sovereign 
Russia and the toilers of all the other nationalities make up three-quarters 
of the national question. But one-quarter of this question must be 
attributed to the relations of the formerly oppressed nationalities among 
themselves. . 

And if in this atmosphere of mutual mistrust the Soviet government 
had failed to establish in Transcaucasia an organ of national peace 
capable of adjusting all friction and conflict, we would have returned 
to the era of tsarism, or to the era of the Dashnaks™, the Mussavatists”, 
the Mensheviks, the era when people burnt and massacred each other. 
That is why the Central Committee has thrice re-affirmed the necessity 
of preserving the Transcaucasian Federation as an organ of national 
peace. 
There has been and still is a group of Georgian Communists who do 
not object to Georgia’s amalgamation with the Union of Republics, but 
do object to this amalgamation being effected through the Transcaucasian 
Federation. You see, they would like to get closer to the Union, they 
do not want any intermediary between themselves—the Georgians—and 
the Union of Republics in the shape of the Transcaucasian Federation; 
the federation, they say, is unnecessary. That sounds very revolutionary. 
But the idea behind it is a different one. In the first place, these state- 
ments indicate that in the national question in Georgia the attitude 
towards the Russians is of secondary importance. for these deviator 
comrades (so they are called) have nothing against the direct amalgama- 
lion of Georgia with the Union; that is, they do not fear Great-Russian 
chauvinism, considering that in one way or another it has been under- 
mined, or at any rate is not of decisive importance. It is evidently the 
federation of Transcaucasia they fear most. Why ? Why, when the three 
peoples which inhabit Transcaucasia, which fought among themselves so 
Jong, which massacred each other, and warred on each other, have at last 
been united by the Soviet government by bonds of fraternal unity in the 
form of a federation—why, when this federation has now produced 
genuine fruits of mutual amity, should these bonds be broken? What is 
the trouble, comrades ? The trouble is, comrdes, that the bonds of federa- 
tion deprive Georgia of that somewhat privileged position which she might 
assume in virtue-of her geographical position. Judge for yourselves. Georgia 
has her own port—Batum—to which goods from the West flow ; Georgia 
has a railway centre like Tiflis, which cannot be avoided by the Armenians, 
nor by Azerbaidjan, which receives all its goods through Batum. If 
Georgia were a separate republic, if she were not part of the Transcau- 
casian Federation, she could present a certain little ultimatum both to 
Armenia, which. cannot get along without Tiflis, and to Azerbaidjan, 
which cannot get along without Batum. There would be certain 
advantages in this. It is not fortuitous, comrades, that it was in Georgia 
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that the monstrous decree on the cordon was elaborated”, The blame 
for this is now being shifted on to Serebryakov. Suppose that is so. 
But the decree originated in Georgia, and not in Azerbaidjan or Armenia. 
Jt is not fortuitous that there was such a decree, which was intended to 
regulate the relations between the national groups of the population in 
such a way as to retain certain advantages for Georgia and to enable her 
to utilise the favourable geographical position which she undoubtedly 
possesses and which she, in the person of the deviators, does not want 
to lose. Then there is another reason. Tiflis is the capital of Georgia, 
but the Georgians there are not more than 25 per cent of the population, 
the Armenians not less than 35 per cent, and the rest belong to other 
nationalities. There’s a capital of Georgia for you! If Georgia were a 
separate republic, a certain transplantation of population might be 
cifected—for instance, the Armenian population might be removed from 
Tiflis. Was there not such a decree, which Comrade Makharadze 
declared was directed against the Armenians? A certain transplantation 
might be effected so as to diminish the proportion of Armenians to 
Georgians in Tiflis from year to year, and thus convert Tiflis into a real 
Georgian capital. I grant that they have abandoned the decree on 
eviction. But they possess a vast number of possibilities, a vast number 
of flexible forms—-such as “decongesting” the town—by which it would 
be possible, while maintaining the semblance of internationalism, to 
arrange matters in such a way that there would be fewer Armenians in 
Tiflis. It is these geographical advantages, which the deviators do not 
want to lose, and the disadvantages of the Georgians in Tiflis itself, 
where there are less Georgians than Armenians, that are causing 
our deviators to be opposed to the federation. The Mensheviks 
simply evicted Armenians and Tatars from Tiflis. Now, under Soviet 
rule, eviction’ is impossible ; therefore one must leave the federation, for 
this will create legal opportunities for performing independently certain 
operations which would result in the advantageous position enjoyed by 
the Georgians being fully utilised against Azerbaidjan and Armenia. And 
the result would be to create a privileged position for the Georgians in 
‘Transcaucassia. Therein lies the whole danger. Can we ignore the 
interests of national peace in Transcaucasia and create conditions under 
which the Georgians would be in a privileged position in relation to the 
republics of Armenia and Azerbaidjan? No. We cannot allow that. 
There is an old, specific system of ruling, under which a bourgeois 
government makes certain nationalities its favourites, grants them pri- 
villages and humbles the other nations not wishing to be bothered with 
them. Thus by placing one nationality in a favoured position it uses it to 
press on the others. Such for instance, was the method of rule in Austria. 
Everyone remembers the statement of the Austrian Minister Beist, who 
summoned the Hungarian Minister and said: “You manage your hordes 
and I'll look after mine” ; that is, you crush and press on your nationali- 
ties in Hungary and I will press on my own. You and I are privileged 
nations, and we will press on the rest. The same was the case with the 
Poles in Austria. The Austrians put the Poles in a favoured position, 
granted them privileges, in order that the Poles should help the Austrians 
strengthen their positions in Poland ; and in return they allowed the Poles 
to strangle Galicia. This system of picking out a few nationalities and 
granting them privileges in order to crush the rest is purely and specifi- 
cally Austrian. From the point of view of the bureaucracy, this is an 
economical method of ruling, because it is necessary to bother only with 
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one nationality ; but from the political point of view it is fatal, for to 
violate the principle of equality of nations and to grant privileges to any 
one nationality is to doom one’s national policy to certain failure. 

Great Britain is now ruling India in this way. In order to make it 
easier, from the point of view of the breaucracy, to deal with the nationa- 
lities and tribes of India, Great Britain has divided India into British India 
(240,000,000 population) and native India (72,000,000 population). Why ? 
Because Great Britain wanted to pick out one group of nations and grant 
it privileges in order to make it easier to rule the remaining nationalities. 
‘There are no less than eight hundred nationalities in India, and Great 
Britain decided that, rather than bother with eight hundred nationalities 
separately, it is better to pick out a few nations, grant them certain pri- 
vileges and through them rule the rest; for, firstly, the discontent of the 
other nations would be directed against these favourities and not against 
Great Britain, and, secondly, it is cheaper to “bother” with two or three 
nations than with eight hundred. 

That is also a nice little system of governing, the British system. 
What does it lead to? To a cheaper apparatus—that is true. But, 
comrades, if we disregard bureaucratic conveniences, this means death to 
British rule in India ; this system bears within it the doom of British rule 
and British domination as certain as twice two is four. 

It is into this dangerous road that the Georgian deviators arc impel- 
ling us when they resist federation, violate all the laws of the Party and 
want to separate from the federation in order to retain their advantageous 
position. They are trying to get us to grant them certain privileges at 


‘the expense of the Armenian and Azerbaidjanian republics. But this is 


à road we cannot take, for it means certain doom for our entire- policy 
and for Soviet government in the Caucasus. 

It is not without good reason that this danger was sensed by our 
comrades in Georgia. This Georgian chauvinism, having assumed_ the 
offensive against the Armenians and Azerbaidjanians, roused the Com- 
munist Party of Georgia. It is not without good reason that the Communist 
Party of Georgia, which within the period of its legal existence has held 
two congresses, on both occasions unanimously rejected the position of 
the deviators. For without the Transcaucasian Federation it would be 
impossible to maintain peace in the Caucasus, it would be impossible to 
establish equality. One nation must not be permitted more privileges 
than another. This our comrades have sensed. That is why after two 
years of contention the Mdivani group represents a small handful, 
repeatedly ejected by the Party in Georgia herself. 

Nor is it without good reason that Comrade Lenin was so pressing 
and insistent that the federation should be established immediately. 
Nor is it without good reason that our Central Committee thrice re-affirmed 
the need for a federation in Transcaucasia, with its own Central Executive 
Committee and its own executive authority, the decisions of which would 
be binding on the republics. Nor is it without good reason that both 
the commissions—that of Comrade Dzerzhinsky and that of Kamenev 
and Kuibyshev’’—stated upon their arrival in Moscow that federation is 
indispensable. l l 

' Nor, finally, is: it without good reason that the Mensheviks of the 
Sotsialistichesky Vestnik laud our deviators and ‘sing their praises for 
resisting federation: birds of a. feather flock together. 


I now pass, comrades, to an examination of the means of eliminating 
these three main factors hindering union—Great-Russian ‘chauvinism,’ 
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actual inequality and local nationalism, particularly when the latter tends 
to pass into chauvinism. Of the methods that may help us painlessly 
outgrow this heritage of the past which is hindering closer relations 
between the nations, I shall mention only three. 

The first means is to adopt every possible measure to make the 
Soviet government undersiood and loved in the republics, to make the 
Soviet government not merely Russian but international. This requires 
that not only the schools, but all institutions and all bodies, both Party 
and Soviet, should become steadily naturalised, that they should employ 
the language understood by the masses and function under conditions 
answering to the habits of the given people. This condition alone will 
make it possible to convert the Soviet government from a Russian 
government into an international government, a government: understood 
by and near and dear to the toiling masses of all the republics, particularly 
to those which are economically and culturally backward. 

The second means that may help us painlessly to outgrow the heritage 
left by tsarism and the bourgeoisie is to construct the Commissariats of 
the Union of Republics in such a way as to enable at least the chief 
nationalities to have their representatives on the collegiums and to create 
conditions in which the needs and requirements of the various republics 
will be unconditionally met. 

The third means is to have among our supreme organs one that will 
serve to express the needs and requirements of every republic’ and 
nationality without exception. I want to draw particular attention to 
this latter point. 

If within the Central Executive Committee of the Union we could 


create two chambers, one of which would be elected at the Union 


Congress of Soviets, irrespective of nationality ,and the other by the 
republics and regions (all the republics being equally represented and all 
the national regions being equally represented) and endorsed by the 
Congress of Soviets of the Union of Republics, I think that our supreme 
institutions would express not only the class interests of all proletarian 
groups without exception, but also purely national needs. ` We: should 
have an organ which would reflect the special interests of the nationalities, 
peoples and tribés inhabiting the territories of the Union of Republics. 

Under the conditions prevailing in our Union, which embraces not less 
than 140,000,000 people, of which about 65,000,000 are non-Russians, one 
cannot, in such a state, govern without having before us here, in Moscow, 
in the supreme organ of government, emissaries of these nationalities 
who can express not only the interests common to the proletariat as a 
whole, but also the interests which are particularly, specially and 
specifically national: Without this, comrades, it will be impossible to 
govern. Unless we have this barometer, comrades, unless we have 
people capable of formulating these special needs of the various 
nationalities, it will be impossible to govern. 

i There are two ways of governing a country. One way is to have a 
simplified apparatus, headed, say, by a group of people or by a single per- 
son, with hands and eyes in the localities in the shape of governors. That 
ts a very simple form of government, under which the ruler, in govern- 
ing the country, receives the kind of information governors. can supply; 
and consoles himself with the hope that he is governing honestly and 
well. Friction arises, friction passes into conflicts. and conflicts into 
revolts. The revolts are then crushed. That is not our system of govern- 
iment ; besides, although simple; it is too costly. In our Soviet. country 
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we must evolve a system of government which will permit us to anticipate 
all changes with certainty, to perceive everything that is going on among 
the peasants, the nationals, the non-Russian nations and the Russians ; 
the system of supreme organs must possess a number of barometers which 
will anticipate every change, register and forestall a Basmach: movement, 
a bandit movement, Kronstadt, and all possible storms and inclemencies. 
That is the Soviet system of government. It is called the Soviet govern- 
ment, the people’s government, because, resting on the rank and file, it 
is the first to register changes, takes the necessary measures and rectifies 
the line in time if it has become distorted—criticising itself and rectify- 
ing its line. This system of government is the Soviet system, and it 
requires that among the number of our supreme bodies there should be 
such as will give exhaustive expression to national needs and requirements. 

The objection is made that this will complicate the whole system of 
government, that it will pile body on body. That is true. Hitherto we 
had the Central Executive Committee of the R. S. F. 5. R., then we created 
ihe Central Executive Committee of the Union, and now it seems we 
shall have to split the Central Executive Committee of the Union into 
two. It can’t be helped. I said that the simplest form of government is 
to-have one man and to give him governors. But now: after the October 
Revolution, we cannot try such experiments. The system has become 
more complex, but it makes government easier and lends the whole 
government system a profoundly Soviet character. That is why I think 
that the: congress must agree to the establishment of a special organ, a 
second chamber within the Central Executive Committee of the Union, 
since it is absolutely indispensable. : 

I will not say that this is a perfect form of organising collaboration 
among the peoples of the Union ; I will not say that it is the last word in 
science; by no means. We shall have many occasions to: discuss the 
national question for national and international conditions change, and 
may change again. I do not swear that some of the Commissariats we _ 
ure merging in the Union of Republics will not have to be separated out 
again if experience should show that the merging of some of the Com- 
missariats produces unfavourable’ results. . 

But one thing is clear, namely, that under present conditions and in 
present circumstances there is no better method and no more suitable 
organ available. As yet we have no better means or method of creating 
an organ capable of reflecting all the oscillations and all the changes that 
take place within the various parts of the republic than by the institution 
of a second chamber. It need hardly be said that the second chamber. 
must consist of representatives not only of the four republics that have 
united, but of all the peoples ; for the question concerns not only the 
republics which have formally united (there are four. of them), but all 
ihe peoples and nationalities. We therefore require a form that will 
reflect the needs of all the peoples and republics without exception. 

To sum up, comrades. We see that the importance of the national 
question is determined by the new situation in international affairs, by. 
the fact that we must here, in Russia, in our federation, solve the national: 
problem in a correct, a model way, in order to set an example to the 
East, which represents the heavy reserves of our revolution, and thus 
increase the confidence in and urge towards our federation, From the 
point of view of the internal situation, the New Economic: Policy, the 
growing Great-Russian chauvinism and local chauvinism also compel us 
to. emphasise the particular importance of the national question, i 
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I then said that the essence of the national problem is to establish 
correct relations between the proletariat of the former sovereign nation 
and the peasantry of the former non-sovereign nations and that from 
this point of view the concrete form of solution of the national problem 
at the present moment is to find the way, the means of bringing about 
the collaboration and co-existence of the peoples within a Union of 
Republics, within a single state. 

I further spoke of the factors which favour such closer relations bet- 
ween the peoples; I spoke of the factors which impede such amalgama- 
tion. I dealt especially with Great-Russian chauvinism, as a force that 
is gaining in strength. This force constitutes the chief danger tending 
to undermine the confidence of the formerly oppressed peoples in the 
Russian proletariat. This is our most dangerous enemy, which we must 
overcome ; for once we overcome it, we shall have overcome nine-tenths 
of the nationalism which has survived and which is developing in certain 
republics. 

Further, we are faced with the danger of being impelled by certain 
groups of comrades into granting privileges to certain nationalities at 
the expense of others. J have said that this is a road we cannot take, 
because it implies the development of local nationalism in its ugliest, 
most chauvinistic forms, and because it may undermine national peace 
and kill the confidence of the masses of other nations in Soviet 
government. 

I further said that the chief means enabling us to eliminate most 
painlessly the factors hindering amalgamation is a second chamber in 
the Central Executive Committee, of which I spoke more openly at the 
February Plenum of the Central Committee, and which is dealt with in 
the theses in a more veiled form in order to enable the comrades them- 
selves, perhaps, to indicate, to probe for, some other, more flexible form, 
some other, more suitable organ capable of reflecting the interests of the 
nationalities. Such are the conclusions. f 

I think that only in this way shall we be able to achieve a correct 
solution of the national problem, shall we be able to unfurl the banner 
of proletarian revolution and rally around it the sympathy and confidence 
of the countries of the East. which are the heavy reserves of our revolu- 
tion and which may play a decisive part in the coming battle of the pro- 
letariat against imperialism. [Applause.] 


Reply to the Discussion 


Comrades, before proceeding to report on the work of the committee 
on the national question, permit me to object on two main points to 
those who have spoken on my report. It will take about twenty minutes, 
not more. 

The first question is that one group, headed by Bukharin and 
Rakovsky, have attached too much importance to the national question, 
have exaggerated it, and on account of the national question have over- 
looked the social question, the question of the power of the working 
class. 

And yet it is clear to us, as Communists, that the basis of all our 
work must be to strengthen the power of the workers ; and only then do 
we address ourselves to the other question—a very important question, 
but subordinate to the first—-the national question. We are told that we 
must not injure the nationals, That is perfectly true, I agree that we 
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must not injure them. But to evolve out of this a new theory to the 
effect that the Great-Russian proletariat must be placed in a position of 
inequality with regard to the formerly oppressed nations is absurd. 
Bukharian has converted into a regular slogan what was merely a figure 
of speech in Comrade Lenin’s article. Yet it is clear that the political 
basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat: consists mainly and primarily 
of the central, the industrial regions, and not the border regions, which 
are peasant countries. If we over-emphasise the peasant border regions 
at the expense of the proletarian districts, a fissure in the system of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat may result. That is dangerous, comrades. 
Mee must not overshoot the mark in politics, just as we must not under- 
shoot it. 

It should be borne in mind that besides the right of nations to self- 
determination there is also the right of the working class to consolidate 
its power, and to this latter right the right of self-determination is sub-. 
ordinate. There are. occasions when the right of self-determination con- 
flicts with the other, the higher right—the right of a working class. that . 
has assumed power, to consolidate its power. In such cases—this must’ 
be said bluntly—the right to self-determination cannot and must not 
serve as an obstacle to the exercise by the working class of its’ right to .. 
dictatorship. The former must give way to the latter. That, for instance,. 
was the case in 1920, when in order to defend the power of the working’ 
class we were obliged to march on Warsaw. © 

It must therefore not be forgotten when handing out all sorts of 
promises to the nationals, when bowing and scraping before the re- 
presentatives of the nationalities, as certain comrades did at the present 
congress, it must be borne in mind that the sphere of action of the 
national question and the limits of its jurisdiction, so to speak, are, in 
view of our external and internal situation, confined within the sphere of 
action and jurisdiction of the “labour question”, as the fundamental 
«question. 

A great many speakers here have referred to notes and articles by 
Vladimir Ilyich. I would rather not have to quote my teacher, Comrade 
Lenin, since he is not here, and I am afraid of quoting him wrongly. and 
inappropriately. Nevertheless, I feel obliged to refer to one passage, 
which is axiomatic and can give rise to no misunderstanding, in order 
that there should be no doubt in the minds of comrades with regard to 
the relative importance of the national question. Analysing Marx’s letter 
on the national question in an article on self-determination, Comrade 
Lenin draws the following conclusion : 


“Marx had no doubt as lo the subordinate position of the national question as 
compared with the ‘labour question’ ”,78 : , 


Here are only two lines, but they are decisive. And this is what 
some of our comrades who are more zealous than wise should drill into 
their heads. l a 

The second question is that of Great-Russian chauvinism and local 
chauvinism. Rakovsky, and especially Bukharin, have come forward 
here and proposed that the point dealing with the danger of local chau- 
vinism should be deleted. Their argument is that there is no need to 
bother with such a pigmy as local chauvinism when we have such a 
Goliath as Great-Russian chauvinism. Generally, Bukharin. was in a 
repentant mood. That is natural: he has been sinning for years against 
the nationalities, denying the right of self-determination, It is high time 
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to repent. But in repenting he went to the other extreme. Itis a curious 
ihing that Bukharin should call upon the Party to follow his example 
and repent, when it is common knowledge that the Party is in no way 
implicated: for- it has from its very inception (1898) recognised the right 
of self-determination and therefore has nothing to repent. The point 


is that Bukharin has not understood the real meaning of the national, 


question. When it is said that the most important thing in the national 
question is to fight Great-Russian chauvinism, this indicates what are 
the duties of a Russian Communist ; it implies that it is the duty of every 
Russian Communist himself to wage war on Russian chauvinism. If the 
‘fight against Russian chauvinism were undertaken not by the Russian 
but by the Turkestanian or Georgian Cominunists, it would be interpreted 
as anti-Russian chauvinism. This would confuse everything and streng- 
then Great-Russian chauvinism. Only the Russian Communists can un- 
dertake the war on Great-Russian chauvinism and fight it to a finish. 
And what is implied when a war on local anti-Russian chauvinism is 
proposed? It implies the duty of local Communists, the duty of non- 


Russian Communists, to resist their own chauvinists. Can one deny the. 


existence of deviations towards anti-Russian chauvinism ? Why, the 
whole congress has seen for itself that local, Georgian, Bashkir and other 
kinds of chauvinism exist and that they must be combated. 


Russian Communists cannot combat Tatar, Georgian, or Bashkir 


chauvinism ; for if a Russian Communist were to undertake the difficult 
task of fighting Tatar or Georgian chauvinism it would be regarded as 
the fight of a Great-Russian chauvinist against the Tatars or the Geor- 


gians. That would confuse the whole issue. Only. the Tatar, Georgian. 


and other Communists can fight Tatar, Georgian and other chauvinism, 
only the Georgian Communists can successfully combat Georgian nation- 
alism or chauvinism. That is the duty of the non-Russian Communists. 


That is why it is necessary to refer in the theses to this dual task, that of. 
the Russian Communists (I refer to the fight against Great-Russian. 


chauvinism) and that of the non-Russian Communists (I refer to the 
fight against anti-Armenian, Anti-Tatar, anti-Russian chauvinism). Other- 
wise the theses will be one-sided, we shall not be able to create interna- 
lionalism either in state or in Party development. 

If we fight only against Great-Russian chauvinism, this fight will 


obscure the fight of the Tatar and other chauvinists which is developing. 


in the localities and which is especially dangerous now, under the con- 
ditions of the New Economic Policy. We cannot refrain from waging a 
fight on two fronts, for only by fighting on two fronts—on the one hand 
against Great-Russian chauvinism, which constitutes the chief danger in 
our work of construction, and on the other hand against local chauvinism 
—can we achieve success; for without this dual fight there can be no 
solidarity between the Russian workers and peasants and the workers 
and peasants of other nationalities. If this fight is not waged, the result 


may be to foster local chauvinism, it may lead to a policy of encouraging 


local- chauvinism, which we cannot allow. 

Permit me here too to quote Comrade Lenin. I would not. have 
done so, but since at our congress there are many comrades who quote 
Comrade Lenin all away, and distort him, allow me to read a few words 
from one of his well-known articles : 


“The proletariat must demand the right of political secession for the colonies and. 
far the nations that ‘its own’ nation oppresses. Unless it does this, proletarian inter- 
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nationalism will remain a meaningless phrase ; mutual confidence and class solidarity 
lietween the workers of the oppressing and oppressed nations will be impossible.” 


These are, as it were, the duties of the proletarians of the ruling or 
formerly ruling nation. Then he goes on to speak of the duties of the 
proletarians or the Communists of the formerly oppressed nations: 


“The Socialists of the oppressed nations, on the other hand, must particularly 
fight for and maintain complete and absolute unity, including organisational unity, 
between the workers of the oppressed nation and the workers of the oppressing nation. 
Without such unity it will be impossible to maintain an independent prolelarian policy 
and class solidarity. with the proletariat of other countries in the face of all the 
subterfuge, treachery and trickery of the bourgeosie: for the bourgeoisie of the 
oppressed nations are conslanlly converting the slogans of national liberation into a 
means for deceiving the workers.”79 


l As you see, if one is to follow in the footsteps of Comrade Lenin—. 
and some comrades here have sworn by him—both theses must be 
retained in the resolution—the thesis on combating Great-Russian chauvi- 
rism and the thesis on combating local chauvinism—as being two aspects 
of one phenomenon as being theses on combating chauvinism in general. 
i This concludes my objections to what has been said by the speakers 

ere. f 


The October Revolution and 
the Problem of the middle Strata (1923) 


The problem of the middle strata is undoubtedly one of the funda- 
mental problems of a workers’ revolution. The middle strata are made 
up of the peasantry and the petty working tradesfolk of the towns. 
Under this category must also be classed the oppressed nationalities, nine- 
ienths of which consist of middle strata. As you sec, these are the strata 
that, as regards their economic status, stand midway between the pro- 
letariat and the capitalist class. The relative importance of these strata 
18 due to two circumstances: in the, first place, these strata represent a 
majority, or, at any rate, a considerable minority of the population of 
the existing states; in the second place, they constitute the important 
reserves from which the capitalist class recruits its army against the pro- 
letariat. The proletariat cannot retain power unless it enjoys the sym- 
pathy and support of the middle strata, primarily of the peasantry, espe- 
cially in a country like. our Union of Republics. The proletariat cannot 
even seriously contemplate seizing power unless these strata have at least 
been neutralised, unless they have already béen divorced from the capi- 
lalist class and unless in their mass they no longer constitute an army 
of capital. Hence the fight for the middle strata, the fight for the pea- 
santry, which ran like a crimson thread through the whole of our revo- 
lution, from 1905 to 1917, a fight which is still far from ended and which 
will continue to be fought in the future. 

One of the reasons for the defeat of the Revolution of 1848 in France 


was that it- failed to evoke a sympathetic response among the French 
21 
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peasantry. One of the reasons for the fall of the Paris Commune was 
that it encountered the opposition of the middle strata, especially of the 
peasantry. The same must be said of the Russian Revolution of 1905. 
Certain vulgar Marxists, chief among them Kautsky,. basing themselves 
on the experience of European revolutions, have come to the conclusion 
that the middle strata, especially the peasantry, are almost the natural 
enemies of the workers’ revolution ; that therefore a more lengthy period 
of development must be contemplated, as a result of which the proletariat 
will become the majority of the nation and thereby the proper conditions 
created for the victory of the workers’ revolution. On the basis of this 
conclusion, they, the vulgar Marxists, warned the proletariat against 
“premature” revolution. On the basis of this conclusion, they, from 
“motives of principle,” left the middle strata under the complete sway of 
capital. On the basis of this conclusion, they prophesied the doom of the 
Russian October Revolution, on the grounds that the proletariat in Rus- 
sia constitutes a minority of the population, that Russia is a peasant coun- 
try and that therefore a victorious workers’ revolution in Russia is 
impossible. 

It is noteworthy that Marx himself had an entirely different opinion 
of the middle strata, especially of the peasantry. Whereas the vulgar 
Marxists, having washed their hands of the peasantry and left them to 
the complete political sway of capital, noisily bragged of their “consislency 
of principle,’ Marx, the most consistent in principle of all Marxists, 
urgently advised the party of the Communists not to lose sight of the 
peasants, to win them over to the side of the proletariat and to make 
sure of their support in the coming proletarian revolution. We know 
that in the fifties, after the defeat of the February Revolution in France 
and in Germany, Marx wrote to Engels, and through him to the Com- 
munist Party of Germany, saying: 


“The whole thing in Germany will depend on the possibility to back the proletarian 
revolution by some second edition of the Peasants’ War.” 


This was written in reference to the Germany of the fifties, a peasant 
country, where the proletariat comprised an insignificant minority, where 
the proletariat was less organised than the proletariat of Russia in 1917, 
and where the peasantry, because of its status, was less disposed to sup- 
port a proletarian revolution than was the case in Russia in 1917. 

The October Revolution undoubtedly represented that happy com- 
bination of a “peasant war” and a “proletarian revolution” of which Marx 
wrote, all the “highly principled” chatterboxes notwithstanding. The 
October Revolution proved that such a combination is both possible and 
feasible. The October Revolution proved that the proletariat can seize 
power and retain it, provided it is able to severe the middle strata, espe- 
cially the peasantry, from the capitalist class and provided it is able to 
convert these strata from reserves of capital into reserves of the 
proletariat. 

In brief, the October Revolution was the first of all the revolutions 
in the world to give prominence to the problem of the middle strata, and 
primarily of the peasantry, and the first to solve it successfully, despite 
the “theories” and jeremiads of the heroes of the Second International. 

That was the first merit of the October Revolution, if one-may speak 
of merit at all in such a connection. 

But the matter did not stop there. The October Revolution went 
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further and tried to rally the oppressed nationalities around the pro- 
letariat. It has already been said that nine-tenths of these nationalities 
consist of peasants and of the petty working trades folk of the towns. 
This, however, does not exhaust the concept ‘oppressed nationality.” 
Oppressed nationalities are usually oppressed not only as peasants and 
as urban working tradesfolk, but also as nationalities, i.e., as the toilers 
of a definite state, language, culture, manner of life, customs and habits. 
The double burden of oppression cannot but tend to revolutionise the toil- 
ing masses of the oppressed nationalities, cannot but drive them to’ fight 
the principal force of oppression—capital. This formed the basis on 
which the proletariat managed. to achieve a combination of the “pro- 
letarian revolution” not only with a “peasant war” but also with a 
“national war”. All this could not fail to extend the field of action of 
the proletarian revolution far beyond the confines of Russia ; it could not 
fail to jeopardise the most deep-seated reserves of capital. Whereas the 
fight for the middle strata of a given dominant nationality is a fight for 
the direct reserves’ of capital, the fight for the emancipation of the 
oppressed nationalities could not but become a fight for certain of the 
most deep-seated reserves of capital, a fight for the emancipation of the 
colonial and non-sovereign nations from the yoke of capital. This latter 
fight is still far from ended—more, it has not yet yielded even the first 
decisive successes. But this fight for the deep-seated reserves was started 
by the October Revolution, and it will undoubtedly unfold itself step by 
step with the development of imperialism, with the growing power of 
our Union of Republics and the development of the proletarian revolu- 
tion in the West. 

In brief, the October Revolution did in fact start the fight of the 
proletariat for the deep-seated reserves of capitalism among the masses 
of the oppressed and non-sovereign countries ; it was the first to raise the 
standard of war for the conquest of these reserves. That is its second 
merit. 

The winning of the peasantry in our country was effected under 
the banner of socialism. The peasantry, having received land from the 
proletariat, having defeated the landlords with the aid of the proletariat, 
and having risen to power under the leadership of the proletariat, could 
not but feel, could not but realise, that the process of its emancipation 
was proceeding, and would continue to proceed, under the banner of the 
proletariat, under its red banner. This could not but convert the banner 
of socialism, which had formerly been a bogey to the peasantry, into a 
banner which claimed its attention and aided its emancipation from its 
downtrodden condition, its state of destitution and oppression. The same 
is true, but to an even greater degree, of the oppressed nationalities. The 
battle-cry for the emancipation of the nationalities, backed by such facts 
as the liberation of Finland, the evacuation of troops from Persia and 
China, the formation of the Union of Republics, the moral support openly 
given to the peoples of Turkey, China, Hindustan and Egypt—this cry 
was first sounded by the people who were the victors in the October Revo- 
lution. The fact that Russia, which formerly served as a symbol of 
oppression in the eyes of the oppressed nationalities, has now, after it 
has become socialist, been transformed into a symbol of emancipation 
cannot be said to be a mere chance. Nor is it a mere chance that the 
name of the leader of the October Revolution, Comrade Lenin, is now a 
uname highly cherished by the downtrodden, browbeaten peasants and 
revolutionary intelligentsia of the colonial and non-sovereign countries, 
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If Christianity was formerly regarded by the oppressed and downtrodden 
slaves of the vast Roman Empire as a rock of salvation, we are now reach- 
ing a point where socialism may serve (in fact, is already beginning to 
serve) as a banner of liberation for the millions of the vast colony-owning 
states of imperialism. It can hardly be doubted that this circumstance 
considerably served to facilitate the work of combating the prejudices 
against socialism, arid to open the way for socialist ideas in the most 
remote corners of the oppressed countries. If it was formerly difficult 
for a Socialist to come out openly among the. non-proletarian middle 
strata of the oppressed or oppressor countries, today he can openly come 
forward and advocate socialist ideas among these strata and expect to 
be listened to, ay, and even hearkened to ; for he is backed by so cogent 
an argument as the October Revolution. That too is a result of the 
October Revolution. 

In brief, the October Revolution has cleared a way for the penetra- 
tion of socialist ideas to the middle; non-proletarian, peasant strata of 
all nationalities and tribes ; it has made the banner of socialism a popu- 
lar banner among them—and that is the third merit of the October 


Revolution. 


The National Problem 


Extract from a Series of Lectures on the Foundations of Leninisin 
Delivered at the Sverdlov University 
April 1924 


From this theme I take the two main questions: (a) the presentation 
of the problem ; (b) the liberation movement of the oppressed peoples and 
the proletarian revolution. 

1. The presentation of the problem, During the last twenty years 
the national problem has undergone a number of very important changes. 
Fhe national problem in the period of the Second International and the 


national problem in the period of Leninism are far from being the same 


thing. They differ profoundly from each other, not only in their scope, 
but also in their intrinsic character. 

_ Formerly, the national problem was usually confined to a narrow 
circle of questions, concerning, primarily, “cultured” nationalities. The 
Irish, the Hungarians, the Poles, the Finns, the Serbs, and several other 
European nationalities—that was the circle of disfranchised peoples in 
whose destinies the heroes of the Second International were interested. 
The scores and hundreds of millions of Asiatic and African peoples who 
are suffering national oppression in its most savage and cruel form 
usually remained outside of their field of vision. They hesitated to put 
white and black, “civilised” and “uncivilized” on the same plane. Two 
or three meaningless, lukewarm resolutions, which carefully evaded the 
question of liberating the colonies—that was all the leaders of the Second 
International could boast of. Now we can say that this duplicity and 
half-heartedness in dealing with the national problem has been brought 
to an end. Leninism laid bare this crying incongruity, broke down the 
wall between whites and blacks, between Europeans and Asiatics, between 
the “civilized” and “uncivilized” slaves of imperialism, and thus: linked 
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the national problem with the problem of the colonies. The national 
probem was thereby transformed from a particular and internal state pro- 
blem into a general and international problem, into a world problem of 
emancipating the oppressed peoples in the dependent countries and 
colonies from the yoke of imperialism. 

Formerly, the principle of self-determination.of nations was usually 
misinterpreted, and not infrequently it was narrowed down to the idea 
of the right of nations to autonomy. Certain leaders of the Second Inter- 
national even went so far as to represent the right to self-determination as 
meaning the right to cultural autonomy, i.e., the right of oppressed nations 
lo have their own cultural institutions, leaving all political power in the 
hands of the ruling nation. As a consequence the idea of self-determina- 
tion stood in danger of becoming transformed from an instrument for 
combating annexations into an instrument for justifying them. Now we 
can say that this confusion has been cleared up. Leninism broadened 
the conception of self-determination and interpreted it as the right of the 
oppressed peoples of the dependent countries and colonies to complete 
secession, as the right of nations to independent existence as states. This 
precluded the possibility of justifying annexations by interpreting the 
right of self-determination to mean the right of autonomy. Thus the 
principle of self-determination itself was transformed from an instru- 


- ment for deceiving the masses which it undoubtedly was in the hands of 


the social-chauvinists during the imperialist war, into an instrument for 
exposing all and sundry imperialist aspirations and chauvinist machi- 
nations, into an instrument for the political education of the masses in 
the spirit of internationalism. 

Formerly, the question of the oppressed nations was usually regarded 
as purely a juridical question. Solemn proclamations regarding “national 
equality,” innumerable declarations about the “equality of nations’”—that 
was the fare of the parties of the Second International which glossed over 
the fact that “equality of nations” under imperialism, where one group 
of nations (a minority) lives by exploiting another group of nations, is 
sheer mockery of the oppressed nations. Now we can say that this 
bourgeois-juridical point of view on the national question has been 
exposed. Leninism brought the national problem down from the lofty 
heights of high-sounding decalrations to solid ground, and declared that 
pronouncements about the “equality of nations” which are not backed by 
the direct support of the proletarian parties for the liberation struggle of 
the oppressed nations are meaningless and false. In, this way the ques- 
tion of the oppressed nations became a question of supporting, of render- 
ing real and continuous assistance to the oppressed nations in their strug- 
gle against imperialism for real equality of nations, for their independent 
existence as states. 

Formerly, the national problem was regarded from a reformist point 
of view, as an independent problem having no connection with the gene- 
ral problems of the rule of capital, of the overthrow of imperialism, of the 
proletarian revolution. It was tacitly assumed that the victory of the 
proletariat in Europe was possible without a direct alliance with the 
liberation movement in the colonies, that the national-colonial problem 
could be solved on the quiet, “of its own accord,” off the high road of the 
proletarian revolution, without a revolutionary struggle against imperial- 
ism. Now we can say that this anti-revolutionary point of view has been 
exposed. Leninism has proved, and the imperialist war and the revolu- 
tion in Russia have confirmed, that the national problem can be solved 
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only in connection with and on the basis of the proletarian revolution, 
and that the road to victory of the revolution in the West lies through 
the revolutionary alliance with the liberation movement of the colonies 
and dependent countries against imperialism. The national problem is 
a part of the general problem of the proletarian revolution, a part of the 
problem of the dictatorship of the proletariat. ` 

The question ‘presents itself as follows: Are the revolutionary 
possibilities latent in the revolutionary liberation movement of the 
oppressed countries already exhausted or not; and if not, is there any 
hope, any ground to expect that these possibilities can be utilized for the 
proletarian revolution, that the dependent and colonial countries can be 
transformed from a reserve of the imperialist bourgeoisie into a reserve 
of the revolutionary proletariat, into an ally of the latter ? 

Leninism replies to this question in the affirmative, i.e., it recognises 
the latent revolutionary capacities of the national liberation movement of 
the oppressed countries and the possibility of utilising these capacities for 
the purpose of overthrowing the common enemy, for the purpose of over- 
throwing imperialism. The mechanics of the development of imperial- 
ism, the imperialist war and the revolution in Russia wholly confirm the 
conclusions of Leninism on this score. 

Hence the necessity for the proletariat to support—resolutely and 
aclively to support—the national liberation movement of the oppressed 
and dependent peoples. 

This does not mean, of course, that the proletariat must support 
every national movement, everywhere and always, in every single concrete 
case. It means that support must be given to such national movements 
as tend to weaken, to overthrow imperialism, and not to strengthen and 
preserve it. Cases occur when the national movements in certain 
oppressed countries come into conflict with the interests of the develop- 
ment. of the proletarian movement. In such cases support is, of course, 
entirely out of the question. The question of the rights of nations is not 
an isolated, self-sufficient question ; it is a part of the general problem of 
the proletarian revolution, subordinate to the whole, and must be con- 
sidered from the point of view of the whole. In the forties of the last 
century Marx supported the national movement of the Poles and Hunga- 
rians and was opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and thea 
South Slavs. Why? Because the Czechs and the South Slavs were then 
“reactionary nations,” “Russian outposts” in Europe, outposts of abso- 
lutism ; whereas the Poles and the Hungarians were “revolutionary 
nations,” fighting against absolutism. Because support of the national 
movement of the Czechs and the South Slavs was at that time equivalent 
to indirect support for tsarism, the most dangerous enemy of the revolu- 
tionary movement in Europe. 


> 


“The various demands of democracy,” writes Lenin, “including self-determination, 
are not an absolute, but a small part of the general democratic (now: general socialist) 
world movement. In individual concrete cases, the part may contradict the whole ; 
if so, it must he rejected.” (“The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,” 
Collected Works, Vol. XTX). 


This is the position in regard to the question of certain national 
movements, of the possible reactionary character of these movements— 
if, of course, they are appraised not from the formal point of view, not 
from the point of view of abstract rights, but concretely, from the point 
of view of the interests of the revolutionary movement. 
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The same must be said of the revolutionary character of national 
movements in general. The unquestionably revolutionary character of 
ihe overwhelming majority of national movements is as relative and 
peculiar as is the possible reactionary character of certain particular 
uational movements. The revolutionary character of a national move- 
ynent under the conditions of imperialist oppression does not necessarily 
pre-suppose the existence of proletarian elements in the movement, the 
existence of a revolutionary or a republican program of the movement, 
the existence of a democratic basis of the movement. The struggle the 
Emir of Afghanistan is waging for the independence of Afghanistan is 
objectively a revolutionary struggle, despite the monarchist views of the 
Emir and his associates, for it weakens, disintegrates and undermines 
imperialism ; whereas the struggle waged by such “desperate” Democrats 
and “Socialists,” “revoutlionaries” and republicans as, for example, 
Kerensky and Tsereteli, Renaudel and Scheidemann, Chernov and Dan, 
Wenderson and Clynes during the imperialist war was a reactionary 
struggle, for its result was the whitewashing, the strengthening, the victory 
of imperialism. For the same reasons, the struggle the Egyptian mer- 
chants and bourgeois intellectuals are waging for the independence of 
Egypt is objectively a revolutionary struggle, despite the bourgeois origin 
and bourgeois title of the leaders of the Egyptian national movenient. 
despite the fact that they are opposed to Socialism ; whcreas the fight the 
British Labour Government is waging to perpetuate Egypt’s dependent 
position is for the same reason a reactionary struggle, despite the pro- 
letarian origin and the proletarian title of the members of that govern- 
ment, despite the fact that they are “for” Socialism. I need not speak of 
ihe national. movement in other, larger, colonial and dependent coun- 
tries, such as India and China, every step of which along the road to 
liberation, even if it runs counter to the demands of formal democracy, 
is a steam-hammer blow at imperialism, i.e., is undoubtedly a revolu- 
tionary step. i 

Lenin “was right in saying that the national movement of the 
cppressed countires should be appraised not from the point of view of 
formal democracy, but from the point of view of the actual results 
obtained, as shown by the general balance sheet- of the struggle against 
imperialism, that is to say, “not in isolation, but on..a world scale.” 
(Ibid.) 
2. The liberation movement of the oppressed peoples and the pro- 
letarian revolution. In solving the national problem Leninism proceeds 
from the following theses: 

(a) The world is divided into two camps: the camp of a handful of 
civilised nations, which possess finance capital and exploit the vast majo- 
rity of the population of the globe; and the camp of the oppressed and 
exploited peoples in the colonies and dependent countries, who comprise 
that majority ; 

(b) The colonies and the dependent countries, oppressed and 
exploited by finance capital, constitute a very large reserve and a very 


-important source-of strength for imperialism ; 


(c) The revolutionary struggle of the oppressed peoples in the 
dependent and colonial countries against imperialism is the only road that 
leads to their emancipation from oppression and exploitation ; 

(d) The most. important colonial and dependent countries have 
already taken the path of the national liberation movement, which can- 
not but lead to the crisis of world capitalism ; 
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(e) The interests of the proletarian movement in the developed coun- 
tries and of the national liberation movement in the colonies call for the 
amalgamation of these two forms of the revolutionary movement inlo a 
common front against the common enemy, against imperialism ; 

(f) The victory of the working class in the developed countries and 
ihe liberation of the oppressed peoples from the yoke of imperialism are 
impossible without the formation and the consolidation of a common 
revolutionary front ; 

(g) The formation of a common revolutionary front is impossible 
imless the proletariat of the oppressor nations renders direct and deter- 
mined support to the liberation movement of the oppressed peoples 
against the imperialism of its “own country,” for “no nation can be free 
if it oppresses other nations” (Marz) ;. 

(h) This support implies the advocacy, defence and carrying out of 
the slogan of the right of nations to secession, to independent existence 
as States ; i 

(i) Unless this slogan is carried out, the union and collaboration of 
nations within a single world economic system, which is the material 
basis for the victory of Socialism, cannot be brought about ; 

(j) This union can only be voluntary, and can arise only on the basis 
of mutual confidence and fraternal relations among nations. 

Hence the two sides, the two tendencies in the national problem ; the 
tendency towards political emancipation from the shackles of imperialism 
and towards the formation of an independent national state—a tendency 
which arose as a consequence of imperialist oppression and colonia! 
exploitation; and the tendency towards an economic rapprochement 
among nations, which arose as a result of the formation of a world market 
and a world economic system. 


“Developing capitalism,” says Lenin, “knows of two historical tendencies in the 
tational problem. First: the awakening of national life and of national movements, 
the struggle against all national oppression, the creation of national states. Second : 
the development and growing frequency of all sorts of intercourse among uations: the 
breaking down of national barriers; the creation of the international unily of capital, 
of economic life in general, of politics, of science, and so forth. Both tendencies are 
the universal law of capitalism. The first predominates at the beginning of the develop- 
ment of capitalism; the second characterises mature capitalism, heading towards its 
transformation into socialist society.” (“Critical Remarks on the National Question.” 
(Collected Works, Vol. XVIL.) 


For imperialism these two tendencies represent irreconcilable con- 
tradictions ; because imperialism cannot exist without exploiting colonics 
and forcibly retaining them within the framework of the “integral 
whole” ; because imperialism can bring nations together only by means 
of annexations and colonial conquest, without which it is, gencrally 
speaking, inconceivable. 

For Communism, on the contrary, these tendencies are but two sides 
of a single cause—the cause of the emancipation of the oppressed peo- 
ples from the yoke of imperialism ; because Communism knows that the 
union of the nations in a single world economic system is possible only 
on the basis of mutual confidence and voluntary agreement, and that the 
road ‘to the formation of a voluntary union of nations lies through the 
separation of the colonies from the “integral” imperialist “whole,” through 
ihe transformation of the colonies into independent states. 
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Hence the necessity of a stubborn, continuous and determined strug- 
gle against the imperialist chauvinism of the “Socialists” of the ruling 
nations (Great Britain, France, America, Italy, Japan, etc.) who do not 
want to fight their imperialist governments, who do not want to support 
the struggle of the oppressed peoples in “their” colonies for emancipation 
from oppression, for secession. 

Without such a struggle the education of the working class of the 
ruling nations in the spirit of true internationalism, in the spirit of rappro- 
chement with the toiling masses of the dependent countries and colonies, 
in the spirit of real preparation for the proletarian revolution, is incon- 
ceivable. The revolution would not have been victorious in Russia, and 
Kolchak and Denikin would not have been crushed, had not the Russian 
proletariat enjoyed the sympathy and support of the oppressed ‘peoples of 
the former Russian empire. But to win the sympathy and support of 
these peoples it had first of all to break the fetters of Russian imperial- 
ism and free these peoples from the yoke of national oppression. With- 
out this it would have been impossible to consolidate the Soviet power, 
to implant true internationalism and to create that remarkable organisa- 
tion for the collaboration of nations which is called the Union of Sovict 
Socialist Republics—the living prototype of the future union of nations 
in a single world economic system. 

Hence the necessity of fighting against the national insularity, 
narrowness and aloofness of the Socialists in the oppressed countries, who 
do not want to rise above their national steeple and who do not under- 
stand the connection between the liberation movement in their various 
countries and the proletarian movement in the ruling countries. 

Without such a struggle it is inconceivable that the proletariat of 
the oppressed nations can maintain an independent policy and its class 
solidarity with the proletariat of the ruling countries in the fight for the 
overthrow of the common enemy, in the fight for the overthrow of 
imperialism; without such a struggle, internationalism would be 
impossible. 

This is how the toiling masses of the ruling nations and of the 
oppressed nations should be educated in the spirit of revolutionary 
internationalism. 

Here is what Lenin says about this twofold task of Communism in 
in educating the workers in the spirit of internationalism : 

“....Can such education....be concretely identical in great, oppressing nations 
and in small, oppressed nations, in annexing nations and in annexed nations ? 

“Obviously not. The way to the one road—to complete equality, to the closest 
inlimacy and the subsequent amalgamation of all nations—obviously proceeds here by 
different roules in each concrete case: in the same way, let us say, as the route to a 
point in the middle of a given page lies towards the left from one edge and towards 
the right from the opposite edge. If a Socialist belonging to a great, oppressing, annex- 
ing nation, while advocating the amalgamation of nations in general, were to forget 
even for one moment that ‘his’ Nicholas II, ‘his’ Wilhelm, George, Poincare etc., also 
stand for amalgamation with small nations (by means of annexations)—Nicholas II 
being for ‘amalgamating’ with Galicia, Wilheim II for ‘amalgamating’ with Belgium, etc. 
~-such a Socialist would be a ridiculous doctrinaire in theory and an abettor of imperial- 
ism in practice. 

“The weight of emphasis in the internationalist education of the workers in the 
oppressing countries must necessarily consist in advocating and urging them to demand 
freedom of secession for oppressed countries. 


22 


Without this there can be no inler- 


“ toe 
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nationalism. It is our right and duty to lreat every Socialist of an oppressing nation 
who fails to conduct such propaganda as an imperialist and a scoundrel. This is an 
absolute demand, even if the chance of secession being possible and ‘feasible’ before the 
introduction. of Socialism is only one in a thousand.... 

“On the other hand a Socialist belonging to a small nalion must emphasize in the 
agialion the second word of our general Formula : ‘voluntary union’ of nations. He 
may, without violating his duties as an internationalist, be in favour of either the poli- 
cal independence of his nation or its inckxssion in a neighbouring state X, Y, Z, ete. 
But in all cases he must fight against small-nation narrow-mindedness, insularity and 
aloofness, he must fight for the recognition of the whole and the general, for the sub- 
crdination of the interests of the particular to the interests of the general. 

“People who have not gone thoroughly into the question think there is a ‘contradic- 
lion’ in Socialists of oppressing nations insisting on ‘freedom of secession’, while Socia- 
lists of oppressed nations on ‘freedom of union? However, a little reflection will show 
that there is not, nor can there be, any olher road leading from the given siluation to 
internationalism and the amalgamalion of nations, any other road to Ihis goal.” (“The 
Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,” Collected Works, Vol. XIX). 


The National Question in Yugoslavia 


Speech Delivered in the Yugoslav Commission of the E.C.C.L., 
March 30, 1925 


_ Comrades, I think Semich has not fully understood the essence of 
ihe Bloshevik presentation of the national question. Neither before nor 
after the October Revolution did the Bolsheviks ever separate the national 
question from the general question of revolution. The essential feature 
of the Bloshevik approach to the national question was that the Bolshe- 
viks always considered the national question in inseparable connection 
with the prospects of the revolution. ` 

Semich quoted Lenin and said that Lenin was in favour of embody- 
ing some solution of the national question in the constitution. By this 
he, Semich, meant to say that Lenin as it were regarded the national 
question as a constitutional question, that is, not as a question of revolu- 
tion, but as a question of reform. That is entirely wrong. Lenin never 
suffered nor could he have suffered from constitutional illusions. We 
have only to consult his works to be convinced of this. When Lenin 
spoke of a constitution, he had in mind, not the constitutional way of 
-settling the national question, but the revolutionary way, that is to say, 
he conceived a constitution as resulting from the victory of the revolu- 
tion. We in-the U. S. S. R. also have a constitution, and it reflects a 
certain. solution of the national question. However, this constitution 
came into being not as a result of a deal with the bourgeoisie, but as a 
result of a victorious revolution. 

Semich further referred to Stalin’s pamphlet on the national ques- 
tion written in 1912, in which he tried to find corroboration, even if in- 
direct corroboration, of his point of view. But this reference served no 
purpose, because he did not and could not find, not only a quotation, but 
„eyen a remote hint that would in the least justify his “constitutional” 
approach to the national question. In confirmation of this, I might 
yemind Semich of the passage in Stalin’s pamphlet where a contrast is 
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drawn between the Austrian method of settling the national question 
(constitutional) and the method of the Russian Marxists (revolutionary). 

Here it is: 

“The Austrians hope to achieve the ‘freedom of nationalities’ by means of petty 
reforms, by slow steps. While they propose national autonomy as a practical measure, 
trey do not count on any radical change, on a democratic movement for liberation, 
which they do not even contemplate. The Russian Marxists, on the other hand, asso- 
ciate the ‘freedom of nationalities’ with a probable radical change and a democratic 
revement for liberation, having no grounds for counting on reforms. . And this essen- 
ually alters matters in regard to the probable fate of the nations of Russia.” 


Clear, one would think. 

And this is not Stalin’s personal view, but the general view of the 
Russian Marxists, who consider and ‘have always considered the national 
question in inseparable connection with the general question of 
revolution. , 

It can be said without straining the point that in the histiry of Rus- 
sian Marxism there were two stages in the presentation of the national 
question, the first, or the pre-October stage, and the second, or the Octo- 
ber stage. In the first stage, the national question was regarded as part 
of the general question of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, that is to 
say, as part of the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the 
peasantry. In the second stage, when the national question assumed 
wider scope and became a question of colonies, when it became trans- 
formed from an internal political question into a world question, it came 
to be considered as part of the general question of the proletarian revolu- 
tion, as part of the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In 
both stages, it will be seen, the approach was strictly revolutionary. 

In my opinion, Semich has not yet quite grapsed all this. Hence 
his attempt to reduce the national question to the level of a constitution, 
i.e., to regard it as a question of reform. 

From this mistake follows another, which is that he is loth to regard 
the national question as being virtually a peasant question ; not an agra- 
rain, but a peasant question, for, these are two different things. It is 
quite true that the national question musl not be identified with the 
peasant question, for, in addition to peasant questions, it includes such 
questions as national culture, national statehood, ete. But it is also 
undoubted that the peasant question after all constitutes the basis and 
essence of the national question. It is this that explains the fact that the 
peasantry represents the main army of the national movement ; that with- 
out the peasant army, there is not nor can there be a powerful national 
movement. This is what is meant by saying that the national question is 
virtually a peasant question. JI think Semich’s reluctance to accept this 
formula is due to an underestimation of the inherent strength of the 
national movement and a lack of understanding of the profoundly popu- 
lar and profoundly revolutionary nature of the national movement. This 
luck of understanding and this underestimation represent a grave dan- 
ger, for, in practice, they imply an underestimation of the potential might 
latent, for instance, in the movement of the Croats for national emanci: 
paint. This underestimation is pregnant with serious complications for 
the entire Yugoslav Cormmunist Party. 

That is Semich’s second error. 

His. attempt to deal with the national question in Yugoslavia with- 
cut reference to the international. situation and the probable course: of 
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events in Europe must, undoubtedly be regarded as an error too. Starting 


from the fact that at the present moment there is no serious popular 
movement for independence among the Croats and the Slovenes, Semich 
arrives at the conclusion that the question of the right of nations to seces- 
sion is an academic question, that, at any rate, it is not an immediate one. 
That, of course, is incorrect. Even if we admit that at the moment this 
question is not an immediate one, it might definitely become so if war 
were to begin, or when war begins, or if a revolution were to break out 
in Europe, or when it breaks out. That war will inevitably begin, and 
that they over there are bound to come to blows, there can be no doubt, 
in view of the nature and development of imperialism. 

When in 1912 we Russian Marxists were drawing up the first draft 
of our national programme, no serious movement for national indepen- 
dence yet existed in any of the border regions of the Russian Empire. 
Nevertheless, we deemed it necessary to include in our programme the 
point on the right of nations to self-determination, i.e., the right of every 
nationality to secede and exist as an independent state. Why? Because 
we based ourselves not only on what then existed, but also on what was 
developing and impending in the general system of international rela- 
tions ; that is, we took into account not only the present, but also the 
future. We knew that if any nationality were to demand secession, the 
Russian Marxists would fight to ensure the right to secede for every such 
nationality. Semich in the course of his speech referred repeatedly tc 
Stalin’s pamphlet on the national question. But here is what is said 
about self-determination and independence in Stalin’s pamphlet : 


“The growth of imperialism in Europe is not fortuitous. In Europe capilal finds 
ilself too restricted, and it is striving towards foreign countries in search of new 
markets, cheap labour and new fields of investment. But this leads to external com- 
plications and to war...It is quite possible that a combination of internal and external 
factors may arise in which one or another nationality in Russia may find it necessary 
io raise and settle the question of its independence. And, of course, it is not for Marxists 
lo create obstacles in such cases.” 


This was written as far back as 1912. You know that subsequently 
this view was entirely corroborated, both during the war and afterwards, 
ne particularly after the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
Russia. 
pi All the more reason, therefore, why we must reckon with such possi- 
bilities in Europe in general, and in Yugoslavia in particular, especially 
now, when the national revolutionary movement is becoming ever more 


a in the oppressed countries, and after the victory of the revolution 
in Russia. 


independent country, that she is tied up with certain. imperialist groups; 
and. that, consequently,.she.cannot escape the great: play of forces.that. 
| i „you are drawing up a national-pro-> 
gramme. for. the,. Yugoslavian. Party. (and. that is -precisely -what owevare 
now dealing. with), you must remember that this programme. must: pro- 


is at work. outside of- Yugoslavia. -If you ai 


ceed not only. from what. exists at present, but also from what is develop- 
ing and what will inevitably occur by virtue of international. relations 


That is why I think that the question of the right of nati 
mination ‘should be regarded as an. immediate and burn 


Pes 


Now. ‘about ‘the’ national programme: “As the ‘starting point of the- 


national programme we must postulate a Soviet revolution in Yugoslavia, 


We must also bear in mind that Yugoslavia is ‘not.a fully ; 


j 
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we must postulate that without the overthrow òf: the bourgeoisie and the. 
victory of the :revolution the national problem cannot be solved at all 
satisfactorily. . Of ‘course, there may be exceptions ; ‘there was such an ; 
exception, for instance, before the war when ‘Norway “separated from- 
Sweden—of which Lenin treats in detail in one of his articles. But that 
was before the war and under an exceptional combination of favourable 
circumstances. After the war, and particularly after the victory -of the 
Soviet revolution in Russia, such cases are hardly likely to occur. At any 
rate, the chances of their occurring are so slight that they can be placed 
at zero. But if that is so, it is clear that we cannot build our programme 
on a zero magnitude. That is why the postulate of a revolution must 
be the starting point of the national programme. 

Further, it is imperative to include in the national programme a., 
special point on the right of nations to self-determination, including the 
right of secession. I have already said -why such a point cannot be 
omitted in the present internal and international conditions. 


Finally, the programme should include a special point providing for 
national territorial autonomy for those nationalities in Yugoslavia which 
may not find. it necessary to secede from that country. Those who think 
that such a contingency. should be. precluded are; wrong. That.is a mis- 
lake. Under certain circumstances, as a result of. the victory of the ’ 
Soviet revolution. in Yugoslavia, it may- well. be: that. on. the. analogy of: 
what occurred in Russia certain nationalities will not desire to secede. 
It is therefore clear that it is necessary to provide for such a contingency 
and have in the programme a point on. autonomy, with a view to: the 
transformation of the state of Yugoslavia’ into’a federation of autonomous 
national states based on the Soviet. system. ; 

Thus, the right of secession. must be provided for those nationalities 
that may desire secession, and the right of autonomy for ‘those nationali- ` 
ties that may prefer to remain within the Yugoslavian states =- -+ 

To avoid all misunderstanding, I must say thatthe right to secession 
must not be understood’ as an obligation, as a duty to ‘secede, A’ nationa-, 
lity may take advantage of this right and secede, but it may also forego 
the right, and if it does not wish to exercise it, that is its business, and. 
we cannot but take cognisance of the fact.. Some comrades turn this 
right of secession into an obligation, and demand from the Croats, for., 
instance, that they secede.at. all costs.: “That position is wrong, and must : 
be rejected. We must not confuse a right with an obligation. « 


The Political Tasks of | 
the University of the Peoples of the East 


Speech Delivered at a Meeting of the Students of the 
University, May 18, 1925 


Comrades, first of all allow me to offer my congratulations on the 
occasion of the fourth anniversay of the foundation of the Communist 
University of the Toilers of the East. I need hardly say that I wish your 
university every success in the difficult task of training Communist cadres 
for the East. 
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Furtherfore, I want to make my excuses for having visited you so 
seldom, although it is my duty to visit you more often. But what would 
you have? Pressure of affairs makes it impossible for me to visit you 
more often. 

And now let us proceed to consider the political tasks of the Univer- 
sity of the Toilers of the East. i 

If we analyse the student body of the University of the Toilers of 
the East, we cannot help noting a certain duality in its composition. This 
university embraces representatives of not less than fifty nationalities and 
ethnic groups of the East. The students of the university are all children 
of the East. But that definition is not yet finished and clear-cut. The 
point is that among the students of the university there are two main 
groups representing two series of absolutely distinct conditions of deve- 
lopment. The first group is composed of people who came to us from 
the Soviet East, from lands where the rule of the bourgeoisie no longer 
exists, where the yoke of imperialism has been overthrown and where the 
workers are in power. The second group of students is composed of 
people who have come to us from colonial and dependent countries, from 
countries where capitalism still reigns, where the oppression of imperial- 
ism has preserved all its severity, and where independence has still to be 
won by driving out the imperialists. . 

Thus we have before us two Easts, living different lives and develop- 
ing under different conditions. 

Needless to say, this dual character of the student body cannot but 
leave its impress on the work of the University of the Toilers of the East. 
Jt is this that explains why the university has one foot on Soviet soil 
and the other on the soil of the colonies and dependent countries. 

IIence the two lines of activity of the university: one, the purpose 
of which is to train cadres competent to minister to the needs of the 
Soviet republics of the East, and the other, the purpose of which is to 
train cadres competent to minister to the revolutionary needs of the 
toiling masses in the colonies and dependent countries of the East. 

Hence, also, the two kinds of tasks that confront the University of 
the Toilers of the East. 

Let us examine each of these tasks of the U. T. E. separately. 


1. Tasks of the U. T. E. in Relation to the Soviet 
Republics of the East 


What are the characteristic features of the existence aud develop- 
ment of these countries, of these republics, that distinguish them from 
the colonial and dependent countries ? 

Firstly, these republics are free from the yoke of imperialism. 

Secondly, they are developing and consolidating themselves as 
nations not under the aegis of the bourgeois regime, but under the aegis 
of Soviet government. That is a fact without precedent in history, yet 
it is a fact. l 

Thirdly, inasmuch as they are but slightly developed industrially, 
they can, in their development, rely fully and completely on the support 
of the industrial proletariat of the Soviet Union. 

Fourthly, being free of the colonial yoke, finding themselves under 
the aegis of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and being members of the 
Soviet Union, these republics can and should become fellow-builders of 
socialism in our country. 


a pa a lg pe ee ae 
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The fundamental task is to help the workers and peasants of these 
republics to become fellow-builders of socialism in our country ; to create 
and develop conditions, adapted to the special circumstances in each of 
these republics, that will promote and accelerate this fellowship. 

Hence the immediate tasks which confront. active workers in the 
Soviet East: 

1. To’ create industrial centres in the Soviet republics of the East 
as bases for rallying the peasants around the working class. You know 
that this work has already begun and that it will progress with the eco- 
nomic growth of the Soviet Union. The fact that these countries possess 
all kinds of raw materials is a guarantee that in time this work will be 
eompleted. ‘ 

2. To advance agriculture and above all irrigation. As you know, 
this work, too, is progressing, at least in Transcaucasia and in ‘Turkestan. 

3. To improve and advance co-operative organisation among the 
broad masses of the peasants and handicraftsmen as the most reliable 
way of bringing the Soviet republics of the East into the general system 
of Soviet economic development. 

4. To bring the Soviets into closer touch with the masses; to make 
them national in composition, and in this way implant a Soviet national 
state organisation that will be close and comprehensible to the toiling 
masses. : 

5. To develop national culture ; to build up a wide system of courses 
and schools for both general education and vocational and technical train- 
ing, teaching in the native languages, with the purpose of training Soviet, 
Party, trade union and economic cadres from among the native people. 

H is the accomplishment of these tasks that will facilitate the work 
of socialist construction in the Soviet republics of the East. 

People talk of model republics in the Soviet East. But what is a 
model republic? A model republic is one that honestly and conscienti- 
ously performs all these tasks, thereby creating an impulsion among the 
workers and peasants of neighbouring colonial and dependent countries 
towards the movement for emancipation. 

I have spoken of bringing the Soviet into closer touch with the toiling 
masses of the nationalities, of naturalising the Soviets. But what does 
that mean, and how does it manifest itself in practice? I think that. the 
recent delimitation of national frontiers in Turkestan may be regarded 
as an excellent example of how the Soviets can be brought into closer 
touch with the masses. The bourgeois press regards this delimitation of 
frontiers as “Bolshevik trickery”. Yet it is clear that this is a manifesta- 
tion not of “trickery”, but of the profound aspiration of the masses of 
the people of Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan to have their own organs of 
government, which would be close and comprehensible to them. In the 
pre-revolutionary era, both these countries were torn ‘into fragments, into 
various khanates and states, and were a convenient field for the exploita- 
tory machinations of the “powers that be”. The time has.now come 
when these scattered fragments can be reunited into independent states, 
so that the toiling masses of Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan can be united 
and welded with the organs of government. The delimitation of fron- 
tiers in Turkestan is primarily the reunion of the scattered parts of these 
countries into independent states. The fact that these states then 
desired to join the Soviet Union as equal members thereof merely signifies 
that the Bolsheviks have found the key to the profound aspirations of the 
masses of the East, and that the Soviet Union is the only voluntary union 
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of the toiling masses of various nationalities in the world. In order to 
reunite Poland, the bourgeoisie required a series of wars. But in order 
to reunite Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, the Communists required only 
É ths of explanatory propaganda. i , 
i ee the ee to bring Ane on of administration, in this case 
the Soviets, into close touch with the broad masses of the toilers of 
rious nationalities. 
si That is the proof that the Bolshevik national policy is the only right 
v ie . . 
ant further spoke of raising the level of national culture in the Soviet 
republics of the East. But what is national culture ? How is it to be 
made compatible with proletarian culture ? Did not Lenin, even eee 
the war, say that there are two cultures bourgeois and socialist—and 
that the demand for national culture is a reactionary demand of the 
bourgeoisie, which strives to infect the minds of the workers with the 
virus of nationalism? How are we to render the development of 
national culture, the development of schools and courses in the native 
languages, and the training of Communist cadres from among local po: 
ple, compatible with the building of socialism, with the buiding p a 
proletarian culture? Is this not an irreconcilable contradiction ? 
course not! We are building a proletarian culture. That is quite true. 
But it is also true that proletarian culture, which is socialist in content, 
assumes different forms and modes of expression among the various peo- 
ples that have been drawn into the work of socialist construction, depend- 
ing on differences of language, customs, and so forth. Proletarian in con- 
tent and national in form—such is the universal human culture towards 
which socialism is marching. Proletarian culture does not cancel 
national culture, but lends it content. National culture on the other 
hand, does not cancel proletarian culture, but lends it form. The demand 
for national culture was a bourgeois demand as long as the bourgeoisie 
was in power and the consolidation of nations proceeded under the aegis 
of the bourgeois system. The demand for national cultural became a 
proletarian demand when the proletariat came into power and the con- 
solidation of nations began to proceed under the aegis of Soviet govern- 
ment. Whoever has not grasped the fundamental difference between 
these two situations will never understand either Leninism or the essence 
of the national question from the standpoint of Leninism. , i 
Certain persons (Kautsky, for instance) talk of the creation of a 
single universal language and the dying away of all as Papas toe He 
the period of socialism. I have little faith in this theory of a single, a 
cmbracing language, Experience, at any rate, speaks against rather ay 
for such a theory. Until now the situation has been that the socialis 
revolution has not diminished but rather increased the number of lan- 
guages ; for, by stirring up the lower ranks of humanity and ee 
them into political arena, it awakens to new life a number o 
hitherto unknown or little known nationalities. Who could | have 
imagined that old, tsarist Russia consisted of no less than fifty nationali- 


lies and etlinic groups? However, by breaking the old chains and bring- | 


ing a number of forgotten peoples and nationalities on the scene, the 
October Revolution gave them new life and a new development. Today, 
India is spoken of as a single whole. Yet there can be hardly any doubt 
that in the event of a revolutionary upheaval in India many hitherto 
unknown nationalities, each with its own language and its own distinc- 
tive culture, will emerge on the scene. And if it is a question of the 


POLITICAL TASKS OF Ü. Ü. É. 177. 


participation of various nationalities in the proletarian culture, there can 
be hardly any doubt that such participation will assume forms corres- 
ponding to the languages and the customs of these nationalities: i 

Not long ago Ï received a letter from some Buryat comrades asking’ 
Ine to explain some serious and difficult questions concerning the relation 
between universal culture and national culture. Here it is: 


“we earnestly request you to explain the following, for us very serious and diffi- 
cult, questions. The ultimate aim of the Communist Party is to achieve a single univer- 
sal culture. How is the transition to the single universal culture through the national 
*ultures, which are developing in our various autonomous republics, conceived ? How 


is the assimilation of the peculiarities of the various national cultures (language and so 
forth) to take place ?” : 


I think that what has just been said might serve as an answer to 
the question that is agitating these Buryat comrades. 

The Buryat comrades raise the question of the assimilation of indi- 
vidual nationalities in the process of formation of a universal proletarian 
culture. Undoubtedly, certain nationalities may, and even certainly will, 
undergo a process of assimilation. Such processes have occurred before. 
But the point is that the process of assimilation of certain nationalities 
does not preclude, but rather presupposes, the opposite process of rein- 
forcement and development of a number of powerful nationalities, for 
the partial process of assimilation is a result of the general process of 
development of nationalities. It is because of this that the possible assi- 
milation of individual nationalities does not weaken, but, on the contrary, 
confirms the proposition, an absolutely correct proposition, that univer- 
sal proletarian culture does not preclude, but rather presupposes and 
fosters national culture, just as national culture does not nullify, but 
rather supplements and enriches universal proletarian culture. 

Such, in general, are the immediate tasks confronting the active 
workers of the Soviet republics of the East. 

Such is the character and substance of these tasks. 

The period of intense economic development and fresh concessions 
to the peasantry that has supervened must be turned to account in order 
to hasten the fulfilment of these tasks and thus help the Soviet 
republics of the East, which are principally peasant countries, in becom- 
ing fellow-builders of socialism in the Soviet Union. oe 

It is said that the new policy of the Party towards the peasantry, by 
making a number of concessions (short-term leases, permission to employ 
hired labour), involves certain elements of retreat. Is that true? Yes, 
it is true. But these are elements of retreat which are conceded by us 
while the overwhelming superiority of forces is retained by the Party 
and the Soviet government. A stable currency, developing industry, 
developing transport, a credit system growing ever stronger, with the aid 
of which, by granting credits on favourable terms, one can ruin any given 
stratum of the population or raise it to a higher level without the least 
disturbrance—all these are such reserves in the hands of the proletarian 
dictatorship that thanks to them certain elements of retreat on one sector 
of the front can but facilitate the preparations for a general offensive 
along the whole front. That is why certain fresh concessions made by 
the Party to the peasantry should at the present time help rather than 
hinder the peasantry in becoming fellow-builders of socialism. 


_. What significance can this circumstance have for the Soviet republics 
23 ` l 
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of the East? Its significance can only be that it places in the hands of 
the active workers in these republics a new weapon with which to 


facilitate and accelerate the work of linking these countries with the | 


general system of Soviet economic development. 

f Such is the connection between the policy of the Party in the rural 
districts and the immediate tasks confronting the active workers in the 
Soviet East. l i 

In this connection, the task of the University of the Peoples .of the 
East in relation to the Soviet republics of the East is to train cadres for 
these republics in such a way as to ensure the fulfilment of those imme- 
diate tasks which have been enumerated. 

The University of the Peoples of the East cannot cut itself off from 
life. It is not and must not be an institution standing aloof from life. 
It must be bound to real life with every fibre of its being. It cannot, 
therefore, abstract itself from the immediate tasks confronting the Soviet 
republics of the East. That is why the task of the University of the Peo- 
ples of the East is to take account of the immediate tasks of these repub- 
lics when training the appropriate cadres for them. 

And one must bear in mind the two deviations revealed in the prac- 
tice of active workers in the Soviet East, deviations which must be com- 
bated within the walls of this university if real cadres and real revolu- 
tionaries are to be trained for the Soviet East. 

The first deviation lies in an over-simplication of the tasks I 
have spoken of, in an attempt mechanically to transplant models 
of economic development which are quite comprehensible and prac- 
ticable in the centre of the Soviet Union but which are absolutely 
inapplicable to the conditions of development of what are known as the 
border regions. The comrades who commit this deviation fail to under- 
stand two things. They do net understand that conditions in the cen- 
tre and in the “border regions” are not the same and are far from being 


identical. They do not understand, furthermore, that the Soviet repub- — 


lics of the East themselves are not all alike, that some of them, for 
instance Georgia and Armenia, are at a higher stage of national forma- 
tion, others, such as Chechnya and Kabarda, are at a lower slage of 
national formation, while others, such as Kirghizistan, occupy a position 
midway between these two extremes. These comrades do not under- 
stand that unless the work is adapted to local conditions, unless each and 
every peculiarity of each country is taken into account, nothing solid and 
stable can be built up. The result of this deviation is that they become 
divorced from the masses and degenerate into Left phrasemongers. Tlic 
task of the University of the Peoples of the East is to train cadres in a 
spirit of irreconcilable warfare against such over-simplification. 

The second deviation, on the contrary, lies in an exaggeration of 
local peculiarities, in the fact that the common and main thing which 
links these Eastern Soviet republics with the industrial regions of the 
Soviet Union is forgotten, that socialist tasks are husshed up and that 
adaptations are made to the aims of a narrow and restricted nationalism. 
The comrades who commit this deviation are little concerned about the 
internal development of their country, they prefer to leave this develop- 
-ment to the natural. course of events. The most important thing for 
them is not internal development but “foreign” policy, the extension of 
the frontiers of their republic, litigation with neighbouring republics, the 
desire to filch territory from their neighbours, and thereby to find favour 


with the bourgeois nationalists in their country. The result of this devia- 
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tion is that they become divorced from socialism and degenerate into 
ordinary bourgeois nationalists. The task of the University of the Peo- 
ples of the East is to train cadres in a spirit of irreconcilable warfare 
against this concealed nationalism. 

Such are the tasks of the University of the Peoples of the East in 
relation to the Soviet republics of the East. 


KI. Tasks of the U. T. E. im Relation to the Colonies 
and Dependent Countries of the East 


Let us now pass to the second question, the question of the tasks of 
the University of the Toilers of the East in relation to the colonies and _ 
dependent countries of the East. «/ oa 

What are the characteristic features in the life and development of - 
these countries that distinguish them from the: Soviet republics of the | 
East? 

Firstly; these countries are living and developing under the yoke of. 
imperialism. 

Secondly, the existence of a double yoke, the internal yoke (of ‘their, 
own bourgeoisie). and the external ‘yoke’ (of the foreign imperialist 
bourgeoisie) intensifies and deepens the revolutionary crisis in. these 
countries. 

‘Thirdly, in certain of these countries, India for instance, capitalism. 
is growing very ‘rapidly and is engendering and causing to crystallise a 
more or less. numerous class of native proletarians. 

Fourthly, as the revolutionary movement: : progresses, the national ©. 
bourgeoisie in such countries -splits into two sections, a revolutionary. . 
section (the petty bourgeoisie). and a compromising section “(the big: 
bourgeoisie) ;: the former. of -which continués~ the revolutionary. struggle, : 
while the latter enters into a bloc with imperialism. 7 

Fifthly, besides the imperialist bloc another bloc is formed in these 
countries, a bloc of thé workers and the revolutionary petty bourgeoisie, 
an auti-imperialist. bloc which aims at complete liberation from 
imperialism. 

Sixthly, the question. of the hegemony. of: the proletariat in such. 
countries and of the emancipation of the masses from the influence’ of. 
the compromising national bourgeoisie assumes an- increasingly urgent... 
character. : 

Seventhly, the last-named circumstance greatly facilitates the work 
of linking the national liberation movement in these countries with the 
proletarian movement in the more’ advanced countries of ‘the West. ©’ 

From this follow at least three deductions : 

i. It is impossible to achieve the liberation of colonies and depen-:? 
dent countries from imperialism without a victorious revolution: you will; 
not get’ independence gratistë ` : a 

2. The revolution cannot be: advanced and the complete indepen-, 
dence of capitalistically developed colonies aiid “dependent “countries, 
achieved unless the’ compromising national bourgeoisie is isolated, unless» 
the petty-bourgeois, revolutionary masses are freed from the influence: of 
this bourgeoisie, unless the hegemony.of the proletariat. is established. and 
unless.. the ; advanced: elements. of, the working: class are ‘organized intan 
independent Communist Party. . 

3. No lasting victory can be achieved in -colonial and dependent : 
countries unless a real bond’ is established between the movement. for 


ta 
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emancipation in, these, countries and the proletarian. movement in the 
advanced countries ‘of the West. ; 


‘The fundamental task ‘of Communists in the colonies and. dependent 


countries is tó base their revolutionary work on these deductions. -~ 
What are the immediate tasks of the revolutionary movement in the 
colonies and dependent countries in view of these circumstances ? 
The peculiarity of the colonies and dependent countries at the pre-. 


sent time is that a single:and all-embracing colonial: East no longer exists.” 


In earlier days the colonial East was pictured as something: single and: 
homogeneous. ‘This picture no longer corresponds to the truth. We now 


have at least three categories of colonies and dependent countries... 


Firstly, there are countries. like Morocco; which have no proletariat or: 
almost no. proletariat, and which industrially are completely. undeveloped. 
Secondly, there are countries like China and Egypt, which are industrially. 


. lite developed, and which have a comparatively small proletariat.” 
Thirdly, there are countries like India, which are capitalistically more or: 


less developed; and‘ which possess a more or less numerous national 
proletariat; € ` D 
-~ - Clearly, it is quite impossible to put all these countries in the same, 
category..; 

In- countries like Morocco, where the national bourgeoisie has yet 
uo ground for splitting into a revolutionary party and a compromising 


party, the task of the Communist elements is to do everything to create a. 


united national ‘front against imperialism. The. separation of the Com- 
munist elements into a single party can take place in these countries only 
in the course of the struggle. against, imperialism, .especially after a suc: 
cessful revolutionary war against imperialism. n 
In such countries as Egypt or China, where the national bourgeoisię 
has already’ splitvinto a revolutionary party and a compromising party, 
but where the compromising section of the bourgeoisie cannot yet: become 
welded with imperialism, the Communists can no longer make it their 


aim to form a united national front against imperialism. In such coun“ 


tries the Communists must pass from the policy of a united national front 
to the policy of a‘revolutionary bloc of the workers and- petty bour- 


geoisie. In such countries this bloc may assume the form of a single’ 


party of ‘workers and peasants, like the Kuomintang! on the condition, 
however, that this peculiar kind of party shall actually represent a bloé 
of two forces—the Communist Party and the party of the revolutionary 
petty bourgeoisie. The task of this bloc..is. to expose the temporising 
spirit and’ inconsistency. of the national bourgeosie. and’ to wage a deter- 
mined struggle against imperialism. -A party. with such a dual composi- 
tion is both necessary and expedient, as long as it does not: bind the-Com- 
inunist Party Hand and: foot; as:long as it does not restrict the freedom 
of the Communist Party to carry on ‘agitation and propaganda, as long 
as it does not hinder the rallying of the proletarians around the Com- 
munist. Party, and as long as it facilitates the actual leadership of the 
revolutionary movement by the Communist Party. A party with such a 
dual composition is neither necessary nor expedient if it does not answer 
all these requirements ; for it can only lead to the Communist elements 
becoming dissolved in the ranks of the bourgeoisie, to the Communist 
Party losing the proletarian army. 

The situation is somewhat different in countries like India. The 
fundamental and new feature in the conditions of existence of such colo- 
nies as India is not only that the national bourgeoisie has split into a 
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revolutionary party and a compromising party, but primarily, that the 
compromising section of this bourgeoisie has already managed in the 
main to come to an agreement with imperialism. Dreading revolution 
more than imperialism, concerned. more about its moneybags than about 
the interests of its own country, this section of the bourgeoisie, the weal- 
thiest and most influential section, is completely going over to the camp 
of the irreconcilable enemies of the revolution, having entered into a bloc 
with imperialism against the workers and peasants of its own country. 
The victory of the revolution cannot be achieved unless this bloc is 
broken. But in order to break this bloc fire must be concentrated on the 
compromising national bourgeoisie: its treachery must be exposed, the 
toiling masses must be emancipated from its influence, and the condi- 
tions necessary for the hegemony of the proletariat must be systemati- 
cally prepared. In other words, it is a question of preparing the pro- 
Ietariat of such colonies as India for the role of leader in the liberation 
smovemelit, and of dislodging, step by step, the bourgeoisie and its spokes- 
men from this honourable position. The task is to create a revolutionary 
anti-imperialist bloc and to ensure the hegemoney of the proletariat with- 
in this bloc. This bloc may assume, but not always necessarily, the 
form of a joint workers’ and peasants’ party formally bound by a single 
platform. The independence of the Communist Parties in such coun- 
tries must be the basic slogan of the advanced Communist elements, for 
the way for the hegemony of the proletariat can be prepared and the 
latter can be achieved only by the Communist Party. But ‘the Com- 
munist Party. can and. must enter into an open bloc with the revolu- 


tionary wing of the bourgeoisie in order, after having isolated the com- | 


promising national bourgeoisie, to. lead the vast nasses of the urban and 
rural petty bourgeoisie in ‘the struggle against. imperialism. me 

“Hence, the immediate tasks of the revolutionary movement in capi- 
talistically developed. colonial ‘and dependent countries are as follows: 

t. To win: over -the best elements. of. the working: class to. the side 
of Communism and to form independent Communist Parties. 

2.. To set up a national revolutionary bloc.of.workers, peasants, and 
the revolutionary intelligentsia against the. bloc of: the compromising 
national bourgeoisie and imperialism. - l 

3. To ensure the hegemony of thë. proletariat inthis bloc. ; 

4.. To strive. tọ emancipate thè urban and rural petty: bourgeoisie 
fromthe influence of the compromising national bourgeoisie. 

“5i To. achieve a bond between the liberation movement and the pro- 
letarian: movement in the advanced countries. 

Such are the three groups of immediate tasks which face the active 
workers in the colonial and dependent countries of the East. 

These tasks assume a particularly important character and particu- 
lar significance when considered in the light of the present international 
situation. The international situation at the present time is marked by 
the fact that the revolutionary movement has entered a period’ of tem- 
porary lull. But what is a lull, what can it signify at the present time ? 
It can signify only that increased pressure will be brought to bear on the 
workers of the West, on the colonies of the East, and, primarily,.on the 


Soviet Union, the standard-bearer of the revolutionary movement in ali 


countries. There can be hardly a doubt that preparations for bringing 
such pressure to bear on the Soviet Union have already begun in the 
ranks of the imperialists. The campaign of calumny launched in con- 
nection with the rising in Esthonia, the fraudulent campaign waged 
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against the U .S. S. R. in connection with the explosion in Sofia, the gene- 
ral campaign against our country carried on by the bourgeois press—all 
this is but the preparatory stage for an offensive. It is an artillery 
barrage put up with the purpose of preparing public opinion, with the 
purpose of getting the ordinary public accustomed to attacks on the 
Soviet Union, with the purpose of creating the moral atmosphere for 
intervention. What will come of this campaign of lies and calumines 
and whether the imperialists will venture on a serious offensive remains 
to be seen. But that these attacks bode no good to the colonies can 
liardly be doubted. Therefore the question of preparing a counter-blow 
by the united forces of the revolution to the probable blow of imperial- 
ism is an urgent and unavoidable question of the day. 

That is why the unswerving fulfilment of the urgent tasks of the 
revolutionary movement in the colonies and dependent countries assumes 
particular importance at the present moment. 

In view of all these circumstances, what is the mission of the Univer- 
sity of the Peoples of the East in relation to the colonies and dependent 
countries ? Its mission is to take account of all the specific characteris- 
tics of the revolutionary development of these countries and to train 
cadres coming from these countries in a way that will ensure the fulfil- 
ment of the diverse tasks I have enumerated. 

In the University of the Peoples of the East there are about ten 
different groups of students who have come to us from colonial and 
dependent countries. We all know that these comrades thirst for light 
and knowledge. The task of the University of the Peoples of the East 


is to forge them into genuine revolutionaries, armed with the theory of | 


Leninism, equipped with the practical experience of Leninism and 
capable of conscientiously fulfilling the immediate tasks facing the 
liberation movement in the colonies and dependent countries. 

In this connection one must not lose sight of two deviations in the 
practice of active workers of the colonial East, which must be combated 
if genuinely revolutionary cadres are to be trained. 

The first deviation consists in underraling the revolutionary poten- 
tialities of the liberation movement and in overrating the idea of a united 
all-embracing national front in the colonies and dependent countries, 
without due regard for the state and degree of development of these coun- 
tries. That is a deviation to the Right, which threatens to degrade the 
revolutionary ‘movement aud to submerge the Communist elements in 
the general welter of bourgeois nationalists. It is the direct duty of the 
University of the Peoples of the East to combat this deviation with the 
utmost determination. 

The second deviation consists in overrating the revolutionary poten- 
lialities of the liberation movement and in underrating the importance of 
an alliance between the working class and the revolutionary bourgeoisie 
against imperialism. The Communists in Java, who recently erroneously 
put forward the slogan of a Soviet government for their country, suffer, 
it seems, from this deviation. That is a deviation to the Left, which 
threatens to isolate the Communist Party from the masses and to trans- 
form it into a sect. A determined struggle against this deviation is an 
essential condition for the training of really revolutionary cadres for the 
colonies and dependent countries of the East. 

Such, in general, are the political tasks of the University of the Peo- 
ples of the East in relation to the peoples of the Soviet East and the 
colonial East, 
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Let us hope that the University of the Peoples of the East will fulfil 
these tasks with credit. 


Deviations on the National Question 


Extract from a Report Delivered at the Sixteenth Congress of the’ 
C. P. S. U. (B.), June 27, 1930 


The picture of the struggle against deviations in the Party will be 
incomplete if we do not touch upon the deviations on the national question 
which exist in the Party. I have in mind, firstly, the deviation towards 
Great-Russian chauvinism and, secondly, the deviation towards local 
nationalism. These deviations are not so noticeable and insistent as the 
“Left” and Right deviations. They might be called creeping deviations. 
But this does not mean that they do not exist. They do exist and, what 
is more, they are growing. Of this there can can be no doubt.. There can 
be no doubt of this, because the general atmosphere of accentuated class 
struggle is bound to lead to a certain accentuation of national friction, 
which is reflected in the Party. Therefore, we must lay bare the nature 
of these deviations and expose them to the light of day. 

What is the essence of the deviation towards Great-Russian chau- 
vinism in our present-day conditions ? 

The essence of the deviation towards Great-Russian chauvinism is 
an endeavour to ignore national differences of language, culture and 
mode of life; an endeavour to prepare the way for the liquidation of the 
national republics and regions; an endeavour to undermine the princi- 
ple of national equality and bring into disrepute the Party policy of 
naturalising the administrative apparatus, and naturalising the press, 
schools and other state and public organisations. 

The deviators of this type proceed from the argument that since with 
the victory of socialism nations must become fused into a single whole, 
and their national languages converted into a single, common language, 
the time has come to put an end to national differences and.to renounce 
the policy of fostering the development of the national culture of the 
formerly oppressed peoples. In this connection they usually refer to 
Lenin, misquoting him, and sometimes directly distorting and slandering 
him. Lenin said that under socialism the interests of nationalities will 
become fused into a single whole—does it not follow from this that it is 
time to put an end to the national republics and regions, in the interests 
of....internationalism ? Lenin said in 1913 in the controversy with the 
Bundists that the watchword of national culture is a bourgeois watch- 
ward—does it not follow from this that it is time to put an end to the 
national culture of the peoples of the U. S. S. R., in the interest of.... 
internationalism ? Lenin said that national oppression and national 
barriers will be: abolished under socialism—does it not follow from this 
that it is time to put an end to the policy of reckoning with the national 
peculiarities of the peoples of the U. S. S. R., and to adopt the policy of 
assimilation, in the interests of....internationalism ? And so on, and 
so forth. ; 

There can be no doubt that this deviation in the national question, 
which, moreover, is decked by a mask of internationalism and the name 
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of Lenin, is the most subtle and therefore the most dangerous form of 
Great-Russian nationalism. 
Firstly, Lenin never said that national differences must disappear 
and national languages become fused into one common language within 
the boundaries of a single state, before the victory of socialism on a world 
scale. Lenin, on the contrary, said something diametrically opposite, 
namely, that “national and state differences among peoples and countries 
seins will continue to exist for a very long time, even after the dictatorship 
of the proletariat has been established on a world scale.” (“Left-Wing 
Communism, an Infantile Disorder,’ Collected Works, Vol. XXV.) [My 
italics—J. S.] How can people refer to Lenin and forget this cardinal 
statement of his ? 
True, one of the former Marxists, today a renegade and a reformist, 
Mr. Kautsky, says something which is quite contrary to what Lenin 
ieaches us. He asserts, despite Lenin, that the victory of the proletarian 
revolution in a united Austro-German state in the middle of the last cen- 
tury would have led to the creation of a single, common German language, 
and to Germanising of the Czechs, because “the force of unfettered inter- 
course alone, the force of the modern culture brought by the Germans 
alone, without any forcible Germanisation, would have transformed into 
Germans the backward Czech petty bourgeois, peasants and proletarians, 
who could expect nothing from their shabby nationality.” (See his pre- 
face to the German edition of Revolution and Counter-Revolution.) 
Naturally, such a “conception” fully harmonises with Kautsky’s social- 
chauvinism. It was these views of Kautsky’s that I combated in 1925, in 
my speech to the University of the Peoples of the East. But can we, 
Marxists, who desire to be consistent internationalists, really attach any 
positive significance to such anti-Marxist rubbish of an arrant German 
social-chauvinist ? Who is right, Kautsky or Lenin? If Kautsky is 
right, how can we explain the fact that such relatively backward nation- 
alities as the Byelorussians and the Ukrainians, which are closer to the 
Great-Russians than the Czechs are to the Germans, were not Russified 
as a result of the victory of the proletarian revolution in the U. S. S. R. 
but, on the contrary, were regenerated and developed as independent 
nations? How are we to explain the fact that, in spite of their backward- 
ness, such nations as the Turkmens, the Kirghiz, the Uzbeks, the Tadjiks 
(not to mention the Georgians, Armenians, Azerbaidjanians, and so on), 
far from being Russified in consequence of the victory of socialism in the 
U. S. S. R., were regenerated and developed into independent nations ? 
ls it not obvious that our worthy deviators, in their chase after sham 
mternationalism, have been caught in the tails of Kautskian social-chau- 
vinism ? Is it not clear that in agitating for one common language with- 
in the boundaries of a single state, within the boundaries of the U. S.S. R., 
they are in fact striving for the restoration of the privileges of the for- 
merly dominant language, namely, the Great-Russian language ? Where 
does internationalism come in here ? 7 
Secondly, Lenin never said that the abolition of national oppression 
and the fusion of the interests of nationalities into a single whole is 
equivalent to the abolition of national differences. | We have abolished 
national oppression, we have abolished national privileges and established 
national equality. We have abolished state fronticrs in the old sense 
of the term, frontier posts and customs barriers- between the 
nationalities of the U. S. S. R. We have established a unity of economic 
and political interests of the peoples of the U. S. S. R. But does that 
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mean that we have thereby abolished national differences : national lan- 
guages, culture, customs, and so on? Obviously, it does not mean that. 
But if national differences, language, culture, customs, and so on, remain, 
is it not obvious that the demand for the abolition of the national repub- 
lics and regions in the present period of history is a reactionary demand, 
directed against the interests of the proletarian dictatorship? Do our 
deviators realise that to abolish the national republics and regions now 
would mean to deprive the vast masses of the peoples of the U. S. S. R. 
of the opportunity of receiving education in their native language, to 
deprive them of the opportunity of having their schools, courts, adminis- 
tration, public and other organisations and institutions operating in their 
native language, and to deprive them of the possibility of partaking in 
socialist construction ? Is it not obvious that in the chase after a sham 
internationalism our deviators have fallen into the clutches of the reac- 
tionary Great-Russian chauvinists and have forgotten, completely for- 
gotten, the watchword of cultural revolution in the period of proletarian 
dictatorship, which applies equally to all the peoples of the U. S. S. R., 
both to the Great-Russians and to the non-Great-Russians ? 

Thirdly, Lenin never said that the watchword of developing national 
culture under the proletarian dictatorship is a reactionary watchword. 
On the contrary, Lenin was always in favour of helping the peoples of 
the U. S. S. R. to develop their national culture. It was under the guid- 
ance of none other than Lenin that the Tenth Party Congress drew up 


and adopted a resolution on the national question which explicitly states 
that: 


“The task of the Party is to help the toiling masses of the non-Great-Russian peo- 
ples to catch up with Central Russia, which is ahead of them, and to help them a) to 
develop and consolidate their own Soviet state system in forms consistent with the 
national social conditions of these peoples; b) to develop and consolidate their own 
courts, administrative bodies, economic organs and government organs, functioning in 
the native language and recruited from among local people acquainted with the cus- 
toms and psychology of the local population ; c} to develop a press, schools, theatres, 
clubs and cultural and educational institutions generally, functioning in the native 
language, and d) to organise and develop an extensive system of courses and schools, 
Loth for gencral education and for vocational and technical training given in the native 
languages.” 


Is it not obvious that Lenin was entirely and completely in favour of 
the watchword of developing national culture under the dictatorship of 
the proletariat ? 

Is it not obvious that the denial of the watchword of national culture 
under the dictatorship of the proletariat is a denial of the necessity for 
the cultural progress of the non-Great-Russian peoples in the U. S. S. R., 
the denial of the necessity for universal compulsory education for these 
peoples, and their consignment to spiritual enslavement by the reac- 
tionary nationalists ? 

Lenin, it is true, described the watchword of national culture under 
the supremacy of the bourgeoisie as a reactionary watchword. But could 
it have been otherwise ? What is national culture under the supremacy 
of the national bourgeoisie ? A culture bourgeois in content and national 
in form, the aim of which is to infect the masses with the virus of 
nationalism and to consolidate the supremacy of the bourgeoisie. What 
is national culture under the dictatorship of the proletariat? A culture 
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socialist in content and national in form, the aim of which is to educate 
the masses in the spirit of internationalism and to consolidate the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat. How can these two fundamentally different 
‘things be confused, unless one renounces Marxism? Is it not obvious 
that in fighting the watchword of national culture under the bourgeois 
system Lenin was striking at the bourgeois content of national culture, 
and not at its national form?’ It would be foolish to imagine that Lenin 
considered socialist culture to be a non-national culture, which did not 
possess a definite national form. The Bundists in fact did at one time 
attribute such nonsensical views to Lenin. But from Lenin’s works we 
know that he vigorously protested against this slander and resolutely 
dissociated himself from such nonsense. Can it be that our worthy 
deviators have after all followed in the footsteps of the Bundists ? 

What remains, after what has been said, of the arguments of our 
deviators ? 

Nothing, except a juggling with the flag of internationalism and 

-slanders against Lenin. 

The deviators towards Great-Russian chauvinism are profoundly mis- 
taken if they think that the period of the building of socialism in the 
U. S. S. R., is a period of decay and liquidation of national cultures. 
Quite the opposite is the case. As a matter of fact, the period of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and. the building of socialism in the 
U. S. S. R. is a period in which national culture, socialist in content and 
national in form, blossoms. Apparently they do not realise that the deve- 
lopment of national cultures is bound to proceed with a new impetus 
when universal compulsory elementary education in the native languages 
bas been introduced and has taken root. They fail to realise that only 
if the national cultures develop will it be possible to secure the real parti- 
cipation of the backward nationalities in the work of socialist construc- 
tion. They do not realise that this is the very basis of the Leninist policy 
of assisting and supporting the development of the national cultures of 
the peoples of the U.S. S. R. 

It may seem strange that we, who are in favour of the fusion of 
national cultures in the future into one common culture (both in form 
and in content), with a single, common language, are at the same time 
in favour of blossoming of national cultures at the present time, in the 
period of the dictatorship of the proletariat. But there is nothing 
strange in this. The national cultures must be permitted to develop and 
expand and to reveal all their potential qualities, in order to create the 
conditions necessary for their fusion into a single, common culture with 
a single, common language. The blossoming of cultures national in 
form and socialist in content under a proletarian dictatorship in one 
country, with the object of their fusion into a single, common, socialist 
(both in form and content) culture, with a single, common language, when 
the proletariat is victorious throughout the world and socialism becomes 
an everyday matter—such is the dialectical nature of the Leninist presen- 
tation of the question of national culture. 

It may be said that such a presentation of the question is “self- 
contradictory.” But is there not the same sort of “self-contradiction”: in 
our treatment of the question of the state? We are in favour of the 
withering away of the state, yet we ate at the same time in favour of 
strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat, which represents the 
most powerful and mighty of all forms of state power that have hitherto 
existed, The supreme development of the power of the state, with the 
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object of preparing the way for the withering away of state power-——such 
is the Marxist formula. Is that ‘‘self-contradictory”? Yes, it is “self- 
contradictory.” But this contradiction is a living thing, and it is a com- 
plete reflection of Marxian dialectics. 


Or take, for example, the way Lenin presents the question of the 
sight of nations to self-determination, including secession. Lenin some- 
times expressed the thesis of national self-determination in the form of 
a simple formula: “disunion for the purpose of union.” Just think— 
disunion for the purpose of union! It even smacks of the paradoxical. 
And yet this “self-contradictory” formula reflects that living truth of 
Marxian dialectics which enables the Blosheviks to capture the most 
impregnable fortresses in the sphere of the national question. 


The same must be said of the formula of national culture: the 
blossoming of national cultures (and languages) in the period of the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat in one country, with the object of preparing the 
way for their dying away and fusion into a single, common, socialist cul- 
ture (and a single, common language) in the period of the victory of 
socialism all over the world. 


Whoever has failed to understand this preculiarity and this “self- 
contradictory” nature of our transitional times, whoever has failed to 
understand this dialectical character of historical processes, is lost to 
Marxism. . 

It is the misfortune of our deviators that they do not understand and 
do not want to understand Marxian dialectics. 

That is the position with regard to the deviation towards Great- 
Russian chauvinism. 


It is not difficult to understand that this deviation reflects the striving 
of the moribund classes of the formerly dominant Great-Russian nation to 
win back their lost privileges. 

Hence the danger of Great-Russian chauvinism, the principal danger 
in the Party in the sphere of the national question. 

What is the essence of the deviation towards local nationalism ? 

The essence of the deviation towards local nationalism consists in 
the attempt to isolate oneself and shut oneself up within one’s own 
national shell, in the attempt to gloss over class differences within one’s 
own nation, in the attempt to resist Great-Russian chauvinism by turning 
aside from the general current of socialist construction, in the attempt to 
shut one’s eyes to that which. brings together and unites the toiling masses 
of the nationalities of the U. S. S. R., and to see only that which tends to 
estrange them. 

The deviation towards local nationalism reflects the dissatisfaction 
of the moribund classes of the formerly oppressed nations with the 
regime of the proletarian dictatorship, their endeavour to separate them- 
selves off into their national state and there to establish their own class 
supremacy. : 

The danger of this deviation lies in the fact that it cultivates bour- 
geois nationalism, weakens the unity of the toiling peoples of the 
U.S. S. R. and plays into the hands of the inlerventicnists. f 

That is the essence of the deviation towards local nationalism. 

The task of the Party is to wage a resolute struggle against this 
deviation and to create the conditions necessary for the international 
education of the toiling masses of the peoples of the Soviet Union. 
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Extract from the reply to the discussion 


The second group of written questions concerns the national pro- 
blem. One of these written questions, which I regard as the most 
interesting of all, compares the treatment of the problem of national lan- 
guages In my report at the Sixteenth Congress with the treatment of it in 
my lecture at the University of the Peoples of the East in 1925 and finds 
a certain lack of clarity requiring clucidation. The note says: “You 
objected then to the theory [Kautsky’s] about the dying away of national 
languages and the creation of a single, common language in the period 
of socialism [in one country], while now, in your report at the Sixteenth 
Congress, you declare that Communists favour the fusion of the national 
cultures and national languages into a single, common culture with a 
single, common language [in the period of the victory of socialism on a 
world scale]. Is there not a lack of clarity here ?” 

I think there is neither a lack of clarity nor a contradiction here. 
When I spoke in 1925, I was opposing Kautsky’s national-chauvinist 
theory, according to which a victory of the proletarian revolution in the 
middle of the last century in a united Austro-German state would have 
led to the fusion of nations into a single, common German nation with a 
single, common German language and to the Germanising of the Czechs. 
l objected to this theory on the grounds that it was an anti-Marxist and 
anti-Leninist theory, and cited facts from the life of our country after the 
victory of socialism in the U. S. S. R. which ‘refute this theory. I still 
object to this theory, as is evident from my report at this Sixteenth Con- 
gress. I object to it because the theory of the fusion of all the nations 
of, say, the U. S. S. R. into a single, common Great-Russian nation with a 
single, common Great-Russian language is a national-chauvinist, anti- 
Leninist theory which is contrary to the cardinal principle of Leninism 
that national differences cannot disappear in the near future, and that 
they are bound to remain for a long time, even after the victory of the 
proletarian revolution on a world scale. As to the remoter prospects of 
national cultures and national languages, I have always maintained, and 
continue to maintain, the Leninist view that in the period of the victory 
of socialism on a world scale, when socialism has been consolidated and 
has become a matter of everyday life, the national languages will inevi- 
tably fuse into a single, common language, which, of course will be 
neither Great-Russian nor German, but something new. Of this I also 
spoke quite definitely in my report at the Sixteenth Congress, 

Where then is the lack of clarity here, and what is it really that 
vequires elucidation. ? 

_ I think the writers of the note are not entirely clear on at least two 
points. 

Firstly, they have not realised that we in the U. S. S. R. have already 
entered the period of socialism, and that in spite of the fact that we have 
entered this period the nations, far from dying away, are developing and 
blossoming. Have we, in fact, entered the period of socialism? Our 
period is usually called a period of transition from capitalism to social- 
ism. It was called a transition period in 1918, when Lenin, in his famous 
article, “‘Left-Wing’ Childshness,” first described this period with its 
five forms of economic life. It is called a transition period today, in 
1930, when some of these forms, having become obsolescent, are already 


going to the bottom, while one of them, namely, the new form in indus- 


try and agriculture, is growing and developing with unprecedented speed, 
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Can it be said that these two transitional periods are identical, that they 
do not radically differ from each other? Clearly not. What did we have 
in 1918 in the economic sphere? A ruined industry and mechanical 
cigarette-lighters,* no collective or state farms as a mass phenomenon, 
ihe growth of the “new” bourgeoisie in the towns and of the kulaks in the 
country. What have we today? A socialist industry, restored and 
heing reconstructed, a developed system of state and collective farms 
embracing over forty per cent of the total sown area of ithe U. S. S. R. for 
spring crop alone, a moribund “new” bourgeoisie in the town and a 
moribund kulak class in the country. The first was a transitional period, 
the second is a transitional period. And yet they are as far removed as 
heaven and earth. And yet no one can deny that we are on the eve of 
liquidating the last important capitalist class, the kulak class. It is 
obvious that we have already emerged from the transitional period in the 
old sense and have entered a period of direct and extensive ‘socialist con- 
struction along the whole line. It is obvious that we have already 
entered the period of socialism, for the socialist sector now controls all . 
the economic levers of the entire national economy, although we are still 
a long way from the completion of a socialist society and the abolition of 
class differences. And yet, despite this, far from the national languages 
dying away and fusing into a single, common language, we find. that the 
national cultures and the national languages are developing and blossom- 
ing. Is it not obvious that the theory of the dying away of national lan- 
guages and their fusion into a single, common language within a single 
state in the period of extensive socialist construction, in the period of 
socialism in one country, is an incorrect, anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist 
theory ? 

Secondly, the writers of the note have not realised that the dying 
away of national languages and their fusion into a single, common lan- 
guage is not an internal state question, not a question of the victory of 
socialism in one country, but an international question, a question of the 
victory of socialism on an international scale. The writers of the note 
have failed to realise that we must not confuse the victory of socialism 
in one country with the victory of socialism internationally. It was not 
without good reason that Lenin said that national differences will remain 
for a long time even after the victory of the proletarian dictatorship 
on an international scale. Furthermore, we must bear in mind another 
circumstance which affects a number of nationalities of the U. S. S. R. 
There is a Ukraine in the U., S. S. R. But there is another Ukraine in 
other states. There is a Byelorussia in the U. S. S R. But there is ano- 
ther Byelorussia in other states. Do you imagine that the question of the 
Ukrainian and Byelorussian languages can be settled without taking these 
peculiar conditions into account? ‘Take, further, the nationalities of the 
U. S. S. R. situated along the Southern frontier, from Azerbaidjan to 
Kazakstan and Buryat-Mongolia. They are all in the same position as 
the Ukraine and Byelorussia. Obviously, here too we have to reckon 
with peculiar conditions of development of these nationalities. Is it not 
clear that all these and similar questions associated with the problem of 


national cultures and national languages cannot be settled within the 


framework of one state, within the framework of the U. S. S. R.? 


* At that time, when industry was in a state of disorganisation and the factories at 
a standstill, the workers frequently resorted to making cigarette-lighters for a livelihood.— 
Ed. Eng. ed. 


Extract from the Party Programme 


Adopted by the Eighth Congress of the R. C. P. 
March 1919 


In the Sphere of National Relations 


In the national question the Russian Communist Party is guided by 
the following propositions : 

1. The cornerstone is the policy of drawing together the proletarians 
and the semi-proletarians of the various nationalities for the purpose of 
waging a joint revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the landlords 
and the bourgeoisie. 

2. In order to overcome the distrust felt by the toiling masses of 
oppressed countries towards the proletariat of states which oppressed 
these countries it is necessary to abolish all the privileges enjoyed by 
any national group whatsoever, to establish complete equality of rights 
for all nationalities, to recognise the right of colonies and non-sovereign 
nations to secession. 

3. With the same aim in view the Party proposes, as one of the 
transitional forms towards complete unity, a federation of states of the 
Soviet type. 

4. On the question as to who is to express the will of the nation 
to secede, the Russian Communist Party adopts the historical class view- 
point and in this takes into consideration the stage of historical develop- 
ment of the given nation: whether it is evolving from mediaevalism to 
bourgeois democracy or from bourgeois democracy to Soviet or prole- 
tarian democracy, etc. 


In any case, the proletariat of the nations which have been oppres- 


sing nations must exercise special caution and pay special attention to the 
survivals of national sentiment among the toiling masses of oppressed or 
ion-sovereign nations. Only by pursuing such a policy will it be possible 
to create conditions for really lasting, voluntary unity among the 
nationally heterogenous elements of the international proletariat, as has 
been shown by the experience of uniting a number of national Soviet 
republics anound Soviet Russia. 

That is the situation, comrades, as regards the national question in 
general, and the note on the national question I have mentioned in 
particular. 


K 


| 
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The International Character 
of the October Revolution 


On the occasion of the Tenth Anniversary of the October Revolution 
pln Tae ey PP Wee i hae 4 lise oi i 

The October Revolution should not be regarded merely as a revolu- 
tion “within national bounds.” It is, primarily, a revolution of an inter- 
national, world order ; for it signifies a radical turn in the world history 
of mankind, a turn from the old, capitalist, world to the new, socialist, 
world. 

Revolutions in the past usually ended with one group of exploiters 
replacing another group of exploiters at the helm of government. The 
exploiters changed, exploitation remained. Such was the case during the 
liberation movements of the slaves. Such was the case during the period 
of the uprisings of the serfs. Such was the case during the period of the 
well-known “great” revolution in England, France and Germany. l am 
not speaking of the Paris Commune, which was the first glorious, heroic, 
yet unsuccessful attempt on the part of the proletariat to turn history 
against capitalism. 

The October Revolution differs from these revolutions in principle. 

Its aim is not to substitute one form of exploitation for another form of 
exploitation, one group of exploiters for another group of exploiters, but 
to abolish all exploitation of man by man, to abolish all exploiter groups, 
to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat, to establish the power of 
ihe most revolutionary class of all the oppressed classes that have ever 
cxisted, to organize a new, classless, socialist society. 
It is precisely for this reason that the victory of the October Revolu- 
tion signifies a radical change in the history of mankind, a radical change 
in the historical destiny of world capitalism, a radical change in the 
liberation movement of the world proletariat, a radical change in the 
methods of struggle and the forms of organization, in the way of life and 
traditions, in the culture and ideology of the exploited masscs throughout 
the world. 

This is the basic reason why the October Revolution is a revolution 


_of an international, world order. 


This also is the source of the profound sympathy manifested by the 
oppressed classes of all countries for the October Revolution, which they 
1egard as a token of their own emancipation. 

A number of fundamental issues could be noted on which the Octo- 
ber Revolution influences the development of the revolutionary move- 
ment throughout the world. | 

1. The October Revolution is remarkable primarily for having 
caused a breach in the front of world imperialism, for having overthrown 
the imperialist bourgeoisie in one of the biggest capitalist countries and’ 
put the socialist proletariat in power. 

The class of wage workers, the class of the persecuted, the class of 
the oppressed and exploited has for the first time in the history of man- 
kind risen to the position of the ruling class, setting a contagious example 
to the proletarians of all couutries. 

This means that the October Revolution has ushered in a new era, 
the era of proletarian revolutions in the countries of imperialism. 
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oppressed nations. It is a characteristic feature of the October Revolu- 
tion that it accomplished these national-colonial revolutions in the 
U. S. S. R. not under the flag of national enmity and conflicts among 
nations, but under the flag of mutual confidence and fraternal rapproche- 
ment of the workers and peasants of the various nationalities in the 


U. S. S. R, not in the name of nationalism, but in the name of 
internationalism. 


It is precisely because the national-colonial revolutions took place in’: 
cur country under the leadership of the proletariat and under the banner 
of internationalism that pariah nations, slave nations, have for the first 
time in the history of. mankind risen to the position of nations which are: 
really free and really equal, setting a contagious example for the oppressed 
nations of the whole world. — 


This means that the October Revolution has ushered in a new era, 


the era of colonial revolutions which are being conducted in the oppressed 


countries of the world in alliance with the proletariat and under the 
leadership of the proletariat. 


It was formerly the “accepted” idea that the world has been divided 
from time immemorial into inferior and superior races, into blacks and 
whites, of whom the former are unfit for civilization and are doomed to 
be objects of exploitation, while the latter are the only veliicles-of civiliza- 
tion, whose mission it is to exploit the former. 


This legend must now be regarded as shattered and discarded. One 
of the most important results of the October Revolution is that it dealt 
this legend a mortal blow, having demonstrated in practice that liberated 
non-European nations, drawn into the channel of Soviet development, are 
not a bit less capable of promoting a really progressive culture and a 
really progressive civilization than are the European nations. 

It was formerly the “accepted” idea that the only method of liberat- 
ing oppressed nations is the method of bourgeois nationalism, the method 
of nations drawing apart from one another, the method of disuniting 
uations, the method of intensifying national enmity amcng the labouring 
masses of the various nations. 

This legend must now be regarded as disproved. One of the most 
important resulls of the October Revolution is that it dealt this legend a 
mortal blow, by demonstrating in practice the possibility and expediency 
of the proletarian, internationalist method of liberating the oppressed 
nations as being the only correct method ; having demonstrated in prac- 
tice the possibility and expediency of a fraternal union of the workers and 
peasants of the most diverse nations based on the principles of voluntari- 
ness and. internationalism. The existence of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, which is the prototype of the future integration of the work- 
ing people of all countries into single world economic system, cannot but 
serve as direct proof of this. i 

It need hardly be said that. these and similar results of the October 
Revolution could not and cannot but have their serious effect on the revo- 
jutionary movement in the colonial and dependent countries. Such facts 
as the growth of the revolutionary movement of the oppressed nations in 
China, Indonesia, India, etc., and the growing sympathy of these nations 
for the U. S. S. R., unquestionably bear this out. 

The era of undisturbed exploitation and oppression of the colonies 
and dependent countries has passed away. 


The era of revolutions for emancipation in the colonies. and depen- 
25 
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“dent countries, the era of the awakening of the proletariat in these coun- 
tries, the era of its hegemony in the revolution, has begun. À 
3. Having sown the seeds of revolution both in the centres of 
imperialism as well as in its rear, having weakened the might of imperial- 
ism in the “mother countries” and having shaken its domination in the 
colonies, the October Revolution has thereby jeopardized the very exis- 
tence of world capitalism as a whole. i 

While the spontaneous development of capitalism in the conditions 
of imperialism has degenerated—owing to its unevenness, owing to the 
inevitability of conflicts and armed clashes, owing, finally, to the unprece- 
dented imperialist slaughiter—into the progress of the decay and the dying 
of capitalism, the October Revolution and the resultant secession of a vast 
country from the world system of capitalism could not but accelerate this 
process, washing away, bit by bit the very foundations of world 
imperialism. 

More than that. While shaking imperialism, the October Revolution 
has at the same lime created—in the first proletarian dictatorship—a 
powerful and open base for the world revolutionary movement, a base 
such as the world revolutionary movement never possessed before and on 
which it now can rely for support. It has created a powerful and open 
centre of the world revolutionary movement, such as the world revolu- 
iionary movement never possessed before and around which it now can 
rally and organise a united revolutionary front of the proletarians and 
for the oppressed peoples of all countries against imperialism. 

This means, firstly, that the October Revolution inflicted a mortal 
wound on world capitalism from which the latter will never recover. It 
is precisely for this reason that capitalism will never recover the 
“equilibrium” and “stability” that it possessed before October Revolution. 

Capitalism may become partly stabilized, it may rationalize produc- 
tion, turn over the administration of the country to fascism, temporarily 
hold down the working class ; but it will never recover the “tranquility”, 
the “assurance”, the “equilibrium” and the “stability” that it flaunted 
before ; for the crisis of world capitalism has reached the stage of deve- 
lopment where the flames of revolution must inevitably break out, now 
in the centres of imperialism, now in the periphery, reducing to naught the 
capitalist patchwork and daily bringing nearer the fall of capitalism. 
Exactly as in the popular story “When it pulled its tail out of the mud, its 
beak got stuck ; when it pulled its beak out, its tail got stuck”. 

This means, secondly, that the October Revolution has so much 
raised the strength, the relative weight, the courage and the fighting pre- 
paredness of the oppressed classes of the whole world as to compel the 
ruling classes to reckon with them as a new, important factor. _Now the 
labouring masses of the world can no longer be regarded as a “blind mob”, 
groping, without prospects, in the dark; for the October Revolution has 
created a beacon which illumines their path and opens up perspective for 
ihem. Whereas formerly there was no world-wide open forum from 
which the aspirations and strivings of the oppressed classes could be 
expounded and formulated, now such a forum exists in the first prole- 
{arian dictatorship. 

There is hardly room for doubt that the destruction of this forum 
would for a long time cast over the social and political life of the 
“advanced countries” the gloom of unbridled, black reaction. It cannot 
be denied that the very existence of a ‘“Bloshevik state” puts a curb upon 

- the dark forces of reaction, thus helping the oppressed classes in their 
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struggle for liberation. This really explains the savage hatred which the 
exploiters of all countries entertain for the Bolsheviks. 

History repeats itself, though on a new basis. Just as formerly, dur- 
ing the period of the downfall of feudalism, the word “Jacobin” evoked 
dread and abhorrence among the aristocrats of all countries, so now, in 
the period of the decline of capitalism, the word ‘‘Bloshevik” evokes dread 
and adhorrence among the bourgeois in all countries. And conversely, 
just as formerly Paris was the refuge and school for the revolutionary 
representatives of the rising bourgeoisie, so now Moscow is the refuge and 
school for the revolutionary representatives of the rising proletariat. 
Hatred for the Jacobins did not save feudalism from collapse. Can there 
be any doubt that hatred for the Bolsheviks will not save capitalism from 
its inevitable downfall ? 

The era of the “Stability” of capitalism has passed away, carrying 
away with it the legend of the indestructibility of the bourgeois order. 


The era of the collapse of capitalism has begun. 


4. The October Revolution should not be regarded merely as a 
revolution in the domain of economic and social-political relations. It is 
at the same time a revolution in the minds, a revolution in the ideology, 
cf the working class. The October Revolution was born and gained 
strength under the banner of Marxism, under the banner of the idea of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, under the banner of Leninism, which is 
Marxism of the era of imperialism and of proletarian revolutions. Hence 
il marks the victory of Marxism over reformism, the victory of Leninism 
over Sociai-Democratism, the victory of the Third International over the 
Second International. 

The October Revolution has cut an impassable furrow between 
Marxism and Social-Democratism, between the policy of Leninism and 
the policy of Social-Democratism. l 

Formerly, before the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
Social-Democracy, while refraining from openly repudiating the idea of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, but doing nothing, absolutely nothing, 
that would contribute to the realization of this idea, could flaunt the 
banner of Marxism, and it is perfectly obvious that this behaviour of 
Social-Democracy created no danger whatever for capitalism. Then in 
that period, Social-Democracy was formally identified, or almost com- 
pletely identified, with Marxism. 

Now, after the victory of the dictatorship of the proletariat, when it 
became patent to all whither Marxism leads and what its victory may 
signify, Social Democracy is no longer able to flaunt the banner of 
Marxism, can no longer flirt with the idea of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat without creating a certain amount of danger for capitalism. 
Having long ago broken with the spirit of Marxism, it has found itself 
compelled to discard also the banner of Marxism; it has openly and 
unambiguously taken a stand against the offspring of Marxism, against 
tlie October Revolution, against the first dictatorship of the proletariat in 
the world. 

Now it must dissociate itself, and actually has dissociated itself, from 
Marxism ; for under present conditions one cannot call oneself a Marxist 
unless one openly and devotedly supports the first proletarian dictatorship 
in the world, unless one wages a revolutionary struggle against one’s own 
bourgeoisie, unless one creates the conditions for the victory of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat in one’s own country. 
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A chasm has opened between Social-Democracy and Marxism. 
Henceforth, the only vehicle and bulwark of Marxism is Leninism, 
Communism. 

But matters did not end there. The October Revolution went further 
than drawing a demarcation line between Social-Democracy and Marxism; 
it cast Social-Democracy into the camp of the downright defenders of 
capitalism against the first proletarian dictatorship in the world. When 
Messrs. Adler and Bauer, Wels and Levy, Longuet and Blum abuse the 
“Soviet regime” and extol parliamentary “democracy”, these gentlemen 
mean that they are fighting and will continue to fight for the restoration 
of the capitalist order in the U. S. S. R., for the preservation of capitalist 
slavery in the “civilized” states. 

Present-day Social-Democratism is an ideological prop of capitalism. 
Lenin was a thousand times right when he said the present-day Social- 
Democratic politicians are “real agents of the bourgeoisie in the working- 
class movement, the labour lieutenants of the capitalist class,” that in 
the “civil war between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie” they would 
inevitably range themselves “on the side of the ‘Versaillese’ against the 
‘Communards’. ” 

It is impossible to put an end to capitalism without putting an end to 
Social-Democratism in the labour movement. That is why the era ot 
dying capitalism is also the era of dying Social-Democratism in the Labour 
movement. 

The great significance of the October Revolution lies also in the fact 
that it marks the inevitable victory of Leninism over Social-Democralism 
in the world labour movement. 

The era of the domination of the Second International and of Social- 
Democratism in the labour movement has come to an end. 

The era of the domination of Leninism and of the Third International 
has begun, , 


Problems of the Chinese Revolution 


[Thesis for Propagandists approved by the C.C. of the CPSU(B)] 
I 


Perspectives of the Chinese Revolution 


The Major Facts which determine the character of the Chinese 
Revolution are: 

(a) China’s semi-colonial stalus and the economic and financial domination of 
imperialism ; 


(b) The deadweight of feudal survivals, aggravated by the oppression of mililarism 
and the bureaucracy ; 

(c) The growing revolutionary struggle of the working-class and peasant millions 
against feudal-bureaucratic oppression, militarism and imperialism ; l 

(d) The political weakness of the national bourgeoisie, its dependence on imperial- 
ism, ils fear of the sweep of Ihe revolutionary movement ; A 

(e) The growing revolutionary activity of the proletariat, ils’ growing prestige 
among the toiling millions ; 

(£) The existence of a proletarian dictatorship as a neighbour of China. 


Hence the two paths of development of events in China. 

Either the national bourgeoisie crushes the proletariat, euters into a 
contract with imperialism and with it launches campaign against the revo- 
lution, in order to end it with the establishment of the rule of capitalism ; 

Or the proletariat pushes aside the national bourgeoisie, consolidates 
its hegemony and wins the following of the toiling millions of town and 
country in order to overcome the resistance of the national bourgeoisie, 
secure the complete victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, and 
then gradually switch it to the path of Socialist revolution, with all the 
consequences that follow thereform. 

One of these two paths. 

The crisis of world. capitalism and the existence of the proletarian 
dictatorship in the U. S. S. R. whose experience may be effectively utilised 
by the Chinese proletariat, substantially enhances the possibility of the 
Chinese Revolution being carried out by the second way. 

On the other hand, the fact that imperialism is attacking the Chinese 
Revolution in the main unitedly, that amongst the imperialists there exist 
at present no splits or wars as there existed for example in the camp of 
imperialism before the October Revolution and which weakened imperial- 
ism-—this fact means that the Chinese Revolution is meeting with much 
greater difficulties in the path of victory than the revolution in Russia and 
that the desertions and treacheries in the course of this Revolution will 


_ be incomparably more than in the period of the civil war in the U.S.S.R. 


Therefore, the struggle between these two paths of revolution is the 
characteristic feature of the Chinese Revolution. 

It is just because of this that the fundamental task of the Communists 
consists in the struggle for the victory of the second path of the Chinese 
Revolution. 
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i 


First stage of the Chinese Revolution 


In the first period of the Chinese Revolution, in the period of the first 
expedition to the North, when the Nationalist Army approached the 
Yangtse river and attained victory after victory and a mighty movement 
of workers and peasants had not yet been developed, the national bour- 
geoisie (non-compradore) marched with the revolution. This was revo- 
Jution of the general united national front. 

This does not mean that there were no contradictions between the 
revoution and the national bourgeoisie. This only means that the 
national bourgeoisie, while supporting the revolution, attempted to utilise 
it for its own aims, limiting its scope by directing it in the main along the 
line of territorial conquests. The struggle between the Rights and the 
Lefts in the Kuomintang in this period was an expression of these con- 
iradictions. The attempt of Chiang Kai-shek to expel the Communists 
from the Kuomintang in March, 1926, was the first serious attempt of the 
national bourgeoisie to curb the revolution. It is well known that the 
C. C. of the CPSU(B) already then considered it “necessary to carry out 
a line of keeping the Communist Party within the Kuomintang,” and that 
it considered it necessary “that matters must be so arranged as to secure 
the resignation or expulsion of Rights from the Kuomintang” (April, 1926). 

This was a line of the further development of the revolution, of close 
cooperation of the Lefts and the Communists within the Kuomintang and 
within the national Government, of the consolidation of the unity of the 
Kuomintang and simultaneously an exposure and isolation of the Right- 
wing Kuomintang elements, of subjugating the Rights to the discipline 
of the Kuomintang, the utilisation of the Rights, their connections and 
their experience in so far as they are subject to the discipline of the 
Kuomintang or the expulsion of the Rights from the Kuomintang in so far 
as they break this discipline and betray the interests of the revolution. 

The subsequent events fully confirmed the correctness of this line. 
The powerful development of the peasant movement and the organisa- 
tion of peasant unions and peasant committees in the countryside, the 
powerful strike-wave in the towns and the formation of Councils of 
Trade Unions, the victorious advance of the national troops on Shanghai, 
which was besieged by the navy and troops of the imperialists—all these 
and similar such facts testify to the fact that the line adopted was the 
only correct line. 

Only this circumstance can explain the fact that the attempts of the 
Rights in February, 1927, to split the Kuomintang and create a new cen- 
tre in Nanchang suffered defeat in face of the united rebuff of the revo- 
jutionary Kuomintang in Wuhan. 

But this allempt was an indication of the fact that a regrouping of 
class forces was taking place in the country, that the Rights and the 
national bourgeoisie were not keeping quiet and that they would intensify 
their work against the revolution. 


The C. C. of the CPSU(B) was, therefore, right when in March, 1927, 


it said that : 


“(a) At the present moment, with the regrouping of class forces and the con- 
centration of imperialist armies, the Chinese Revolution is living through a critical 
period and that its further victories are possible only if a definile line towards deve- 
Jopment of the mass movement is adopled ; 
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(b) It is necessary to take to the course of arming the workers and peasants, and 
converting the peasant committees in the localities into actual organs of power with 
axvmed self-defence ; , 

(c) The Communist Parly must not screen the treacherous and reactionary policy 
of the Right-wing Kuomintang elements and must mobilise the masses round the 
Kuomintang and the Chinese Communist Parly for an exposure of the Rights.” 
iMarch 3, 1927.) 


It can, therefore, be easily understood that in the future the powerful 
sweep of the revolution on the one hand, and the onslaught of the 
imperialists in Shanghai on the other, cannot but throw. the Chinese 
national bourgeoisie into the camp of counter-revolution, while the seizure 
ef Shanghai by the national troops and the strikes of the Shanghai 
workers cannot but unite the imperialists for stifling the revolution. 

This was just what happend. The Nanking shootings served in this 
respect as a signal for a new demarcation of fighting forces in China. By 
ihe shooting in Nanking and by presenting ultimatums, the imperialists 
wanted to say that they were sceking the support of the national bour- 
geoisie for a common struggle against the Chinese Revolution. 

By opening fire at workers’ meetings and organising a coup, Chiang 
Kai-shek as though said in reply to the appeal of the imperialists that he 
was prepared to enter into a compromise with imperialists along with the 
uational bourgeoisie against the workers and peasants of China. 


Ii 
The Second stage of the Chinese Revolution 


The coup of Chiang Kai-shek marks the departure of the national 
bourgeoisie from the revolution, the birth of a centre of national counter- 
revolution and a deal by the Right-wing Kuomintang elements with 
imperialism against the Chinese Revolution. 

Chiang Kai-shek’s coup signifies that in South China there will be 
henceforth two camps, two governments, two armies, two centres—the 
centre of revolution in Wuhan and the centre of counter-revolution in 
Nanking. i 

Chiang Kai-sheck’s coup signifies that the revolution has entered the 
second stage of its development, that the turn has commenced from a 
revolution of a general and united national front to a revolution of the 
many millions of workers and peasants, to an agrarian revolution, which 
is intensifying and extending the struggle against imperialism, against the 
gentry and the feudal landlords, against the militarists and the counter- 
revolutionary group of Chiang Kai-shek. 

This means that the struggle between the two paths of revolution, 
between the adherents of its further development and the adherents of 
its liquidation, will become sharper from day to day, and cover the entire 
present period of revolution. 

‘This means that the revolutionary Kuomintang in Wuhan, by waging 
a resolute struggle against militarism and imperialism, will be converted 
in practice into an organ of the revolutionary democratic dictatorship of 
the proletariat and peasantry and the counter-revolutionary group of 
Chiang Kai-shek in Nanking, by breaking away from the workers and 
peasanls and making a rapprochement with imperialism will share finally 
the fate of the militarists. 
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But from this it follows that the policy of preserving the unity of the 
Kuomintang, the policy of isolating the Right-wing elements within the 
Kuomintang and utilising them for the aims of the revolution has already 
ceased to correspond to the new tasks of the revolution. This policy 
must be substituted by a policy of a resolute expulsion of the Right- 
wing elements from the Kuomintang, a policy of a determined struggle 
against them down to their complete political elimination, a policy of con- 
centrating the entire power in the country in the hands of the revolu- 
tionary Kuomintang, the Kuomintang without its Right-wing elements 
and the Kuomintang as a bloc of the Left-wing Kuomintang elements and 
the Communists. : 

From this- it follows further that the policy of close co-operation of 
the Left-wing elements and the Communsts within the Kuomintang 
assumes a special force and a special importance at the present stage, that 
this co-operation reflects the alliance of the workers and peasants formed 
outside the Kuomintang, and that without such a co-operation, the victory 
of the revolution is impossible. From this it follows further that the 
inain source of the force of the revolutionary Kuomintang is the further 
unfolding of the revolutionary movement of the workers and peasants 
aud the consolidation of their mass organisations—the revolutionary 
peasant committes, trade unions of workers and other mass revolutionary 
organisations as preparatory elements of the Soviets in the future, that 
the main guarantee of the victory of the revolution is the growth of the 
revolutionary activity of the millions of toiling masses and the main 
antidote against counter-revolution—the arming of workers and peasants. 

Finally, from this follows that while fighting shoulder to shoulder 
with the revolutionary Kuomintang elements, the Communist Party must 
more than ever before retain its independence, as a condition necessary 
for ersuring the hegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution. 


IV 
The Mistakes of the Opposition 


The fundamental mistake of the Opposition (Radek and Co.) consists 
in not understanding the character of the revolution in China, in not 
understanding which is the stage that the revolution is passing through 
at the present time, and in not understanding its present international 
set up. 

-The Opposition demands that the Chinese Revolution should develop 
at approximately the same speed as the October Revolution did. The 
Opposition is dissatisfied that the Shanghai workers did not take up a 
resolute fight against the imperialists and their myrmidons. 

But it does not understand that the revolution in China cannot deve- 
lop with a rapid speed because among other things, the international 
situation at present is less favourable than in 1917 (there is no war bet- 
ween the imperialists). 

It does not understand that one must not wage a decisive battle 
under unfavourable conditions, when the reserves are still not drawn in, 
just as the Blosheviks, for instance, did not take up decisive battles either 
in April or in July 1917. 

The Opposition does not understand that not to avoid a decisive battle 
under. unfavourable conditions (when it can be avoided) means facilitat- 
ing the cause of the enemies of the revolution, 
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The “Opposition demands the immediate formation of Soviets of 
Workers’ and Peasants’ and Soldiers’ Deputies in China. But what does 
the formation of Soviets now signify ? 

_ In the first place, Soviets cannot be formed at any moment; they are 
formed only in the period of a special upsurge of the revolutionary wave 
_ Secondly, Soviets are not formed for babble, they are primarily 
formed as organs of struggle against the existing power, as organs of 
siruggie for power. It was so in 1905. It was so in 1917. 

But what does the formation of Soviets at the present moment in the 
region of the activities, for example of the Wuhan Government, mean ? 
It means giving the slogan of struggle against the existing power in ‘this 


region. It means giving a slogan for the creation of new organs of power 
giving a siogan of struggle against the power of the revolutionary Kuo- 
mintang, which the Communists who have formed a bloc with the Kuo- 
mintang Lefts, have joined and since there is no other power how in this 
region apart from the power of the revolutionary Kuomintang. 

This means further to confuse the task of forming and strengthening 
the mass organisations of workers and peasants in the form of strike 
committees, peasant unions and committees, trade union councils, factory 
and mill committees, etc. on which the revolutionary Kuomintang is now 
already relying, with the task of the creation of a Soviet system as a new 
lype of State power substituting the power of the revolutionary 
Kuomintang. . 

_ This means, finally, not to understand which is the stage of the revo- 
lution that is taking place in China at the present moment. This means 
giving the enemies of the Chinese people a new weapon for struggle 
against the revolution, for creating new legends that it is not a national 
revolution which is taking place in China but an artificial implantation of 
“Moscow Sovietisation”. 

Thus the Opposition by advancing: the slogan of the formation of 
Soviets at the present moment is playing into the hands of the enemies 
of the Chinese Revolution. 

The Opposition considers it inexpedient for the Communists to parti- 
cipate in the Kuomintang. The Opposition therefore considers it expe- 
dient for the Communist Party to leave the Kuomintang. But what does 
withdrawal by the Communist Party from the Kuomintang signify now 
when the whole pack of imperialists with all their hangers-on are de- 
manding the expulsion of the Communists from the Kuomintang ? This 
ineans to abandon the field of battle and to throw our allies in the Kuo- 
mintang at the mercy of the enemies of the revolution, This means 
weakening the Communist Party, undermining the revolutionary Kuo- 
inintang, facilitating the task of the Shanghai Cavaignacs and giving away 
opposition, is playing. into the hands of the. enemies of the Chinese 
in China, into the hands of the Right-wing Kuomintang: elements. 

This is: just what the imperialists, the militarists and the -Right-wing 
Kuomintang elements are demanding at the present time. ` `` 

Thus it turns out that by speaking in favour of thè withdrawal of 
the Communist Party from the Kuomintang at the present moment the 
Opposition is playing into the hands of the enemies of the Chinese 
Revolution. pidaja 
, The recent Plenum of the CC of our Party was, therefore, bsolutely 
right in rejecting resolutely the platform of the Opposition. s 
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Talk with Students of the Sun Yat-sen 
University (13 May 1927) 


Is a Kemalist Revolution Possible In China? 


I consider it improbable and hence impossible in China. 

A Kemalist revolution is possible only in such countries as Turkey, 
Persia, Afghanistan where an industrial proletariat is completely or 
almost non-existent and where a powerful agrarian-peasant revolution 
does not exist. A Kemalist revolution is a revolution from the top, of the 
national mercantile bourgeoisie, a revolution which arises in the struggle 
against foreign imperialists and which is directed in its further develop- 
ment essentially against the peasants and workers, and against the very 
possiblities of an agrarian revolution. 

A Kemalist revolution is impossible in China because : 


(a) there exists in China a certain minimum of militant and active industrial pro- 
letariat, enjoying tremendous authority amongst the peasantry ; 

(b) there is a developing agrarian revolution, sweepibg away from its path the 
survivals of feudalism. 


The many millions of peasantry, who have already seized the land 


in a whole number of provinces and who are led in their struggle by the 


revolutionary proletariat of China—here lies the antidote, against the 
possibilities of a so-called Kemalist revolution. 

One must not place the party of the Kemalists and the party of the 
left-Kuomintang in Wuhan on the same plane, in the same way as we 
cannot place Turkey and China on the same plane. In Turkey, there are 
no such centres as Shanghai, Wuhan, Nanking, Tientsin, ete. Angora is 
as far removed from Wuhan as is the Kemalist party from the left- 
Kuomintang. 

One must also bear in mind the difference between China and Tur- 
key from the point of view of the international situation. With respect 
to Turkey, imperialism has already won a whole number of its main 
demands and snatched away from Turkey, Syria, Palestine, Messopotamia 
and other centres important for imperialists. Turkey is now reduced to 
the dimensions of a small state with a population of 10-12 million. It 
constitutes neither a serious market nor a decisive base for imperialism. 
Among other things, this could happen because the old Turkey represented 
a conglomeration of nationalities and there was a compact Turkish popu- 
lation only in Anatolia. 

It is not so with China. From the nationality view-point China con- 
stitutes a compact country with a population of several hundred millions 
and constitutes the most important market for their sales and for export 
of capital over the entire world. While in Turkey imperialism could be 
satisfied by tearing away a number of the most important regions in the 
East, by utilising the national antagonisms in the old Turkey between 
the Turks and the Arabs, here in China, imperialism had to beat the liv- 
ing body of ‘national China, hacking it into small pieces and wresting 
away entire provinces in order to maintain its clad positions or at least a 
part of them. 
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Hence, though in Turkey the struggle against imperialism could end 
with the unfinished anti-imperialist revolution of the Kemalists, in China 
it must adopt a profoundly popular and clearly national character, and 
must deepen step by step until it reaches a desperate battle with imperial- 
ism, shaking the very foundations of imperialism throughout the world. 

The greatest mistake of the opposition (Zinoviev, Radek, Trotsky) 
lies in that it does not see this whole difference between Turkey and 
China, cg@fuses the Kemalist with the agrarian revolution and lumps. them 
all indiscriminately into one heap. 

I know that amongst the Chinese nationalists there are people who 
nurse the idea of Kemalism. There are at present quite a few pretenders 
to the role of Kemal. The first amongst these is Chiang Kai-shek. I 
know that certain Japanese journalists are inclined to consider Chiang 
Kai-shek a Chinese Kemal. But all these are the dreams, the illusions of 
the frightened bourgeoisie. In China, either Chinese Mussolinis like 
Chang Tso-lin and Chang Tsung-chang will win and thereafter be over- 
thrown by the sweep of the agrarian movement, or Wuhan will win. 

Chiang Kai-shek and his followers, in trying to find a middle road 
between the two camps, must inevitably collapse sharing the fate of 
Chang Tso-lin and Chang Tsung-chang. 


Comments on Current Affairs on China 


[Article in “Pravda”, July 28th, 1927] 


Now, when the Revolution in China has entered a new stage of deve- 
Jopment, we can sum up to some extent the path that has been traversed 
and consider the question of examining the line of the Comintern in China. 

There are certain tactical principles of Leninism, and without taking 
them into account, neither a correct leadership of the revolution nor a 
verification of the line of Comintern in China is possible. Our opposi- 
lionists have already forgotten these principles long ago. But it is just 
because the opposition suffers from forgetfulness that it is necessary to 
recall them again and again. 

I have in view such tactical principles of Leninism as: 

(a) The principle of the necessity of taking into account the national 
peculiarities and the national characteristics of each nation while work- 
ing out the guiding instructions of the Comintern for the workers move- 
ment of that nation. 

(b) The principle of the necessity for the Communist Party in every 
country of utilising the smallest possibilities of securing mass allies for 
the proletariat, even if they are temporary, vacillating, wavering or 
unreliable. 

(c) The principle of the necessity of taking into account the truth 
that propaganda and agitation alone are not enough for the political 
education of millions of the masses, but that this demands the political 
experience of the masses themselves. 

f I think that the taking into account of these fastia principles of 
Leninism is the necessary condition without which a Marxist verifica- 
tion of the line of the Comintern on the Chinese revolution is impossible. 


204 SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN 


Let us examine the problems of the Chinese revolution in the light 
of these tactical principles. 

Notwithstanding the ideological growth of our Party, it unfortunately 
still contains a certain type of ‘leaders’ who sincerely believe that it is 
possible to direct the revolution in China, so to speak, by telegraph on 
the basis of the well-known universally acknowledged general principles 
of the Comintern, and who do not consider the national peculiarities of 
Chinese economics, Chinese politics, Chinese culture, Chinese customs and 
traditions. These leaders are distinguished from the real leaders by the 
fact that they always have in their pockets two or three ready-made for- 
mulae which are suitable for all countries and ‘obligatory’ under all 
conditions. For them, there is no problem of taking into account the 
national character and national peculiarities of each country. For them 
there is no problem of linking the general principles of the Comintern 
with the national peculiarities of the revolutionary movement in each 
country and no problem. of adopting the general principles of the 
Comintern to the national state peculiarities of cach country. 

They do not understand that the main task of leadership at the 
present time, when Communist partics have already grown up and 
become mass parties, consists in finding out, mastering and skilfully 
combining the national peculiarities of the movement in each country 
with the general principles of the Comintern in order to ‘further and 
carry out in practice the basic objectives of the Communist movement. 

From this follows the attempt to stereotype the leadership for all 
countries. From this follows the attempt to apply mechanically certain 
general formulae regardless of the concrete conditions of the revolutionary 
movement in each country. From this follows the endless conflict 
between formulae aud the revolutionary movement in each country, 
which is the essential outcome of the leadership of these unfortunate 
- leaders. 

Our oppositionists belong to the category of such unfortunate 
leaders. 

The opposition heard that a bourgeois revolution was going on in 
China, It knows, besides, that the bourgeois revolution in Russia took 
place against the bourgeoisie. Hence, the ready-made formula for China: 
“Down with any joint' actions with the bourgeoisie!” “Long live the 
immediate exit of the Communists from the Kuomintang !” (April 1926.) 

But the opposition forgot that China as distinct from Russia in 1905, 
constitutes a semi-colonial country, oppressed by imperialism, that 
because of this the revolution in China is not just a bourgeois revolution 
but a bourgeois revolution of an anti-imperialist type, that in China 
imperialism holds in its hands the main threads of industry, trade and 
iransport, that imperialist oppression affects not only the toiling masses 
vf China but also certain sections of the Chinese bourgeoisie, that in view 
of this the Chinese bourgeoisie can under certain conditions and for 
certain period support the Chinese revolution. 

As is well known, this was what happened in actual practice. If we 
take the Canton period of the Chinese revolution, the period when the 
nationalist troops reached the Yangtse, the period before the split in 
Kuomintang, it is impossible not to admit that the Chinese bourgeoisie 
supported the revolution in China, that the line of the Comintern on the 
permissibility of joint actions with this bourgeoisie for certain period 
and under certain conditions, turned out to be completely correct. 

The result was the retreat of the opposition from its old formula and 
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the proclamation of a ‘new’ formula—joint actions with the Chinese 
bourgeoisie are necessary, the Communists must not leave the Kuo- 
mintang. (April 1927.) 

This was the first penalty suffered by the opposition because it did 
not wish to take into account the national peculiarites of the Chinese 
revolution. 

The opposition heard that the Peking Government was quarrelling 
with the representatives of the imperialist states on the question of the 
customs autonomy of China. The opposition knows that customs 
autonomy is necessary, above all, to the Chinese capitalists. Hence, the 
ready-made formula: The Chinese revolution is national, anti-imperialist, 
because it has as its main aim the attainment of customs autonomy for 
China. 

But the opposition forgot that the strength of imperialism in China 
consists in the main not in the customs restrictions of China, but in that 
it owns there factories, mills, mines, railroads, steamers, banks, commer- 
cial houses, which suck dry the blood of millions and millions of Chinese 
workers and peasants. 

The opposition forgot that the revolutionary struggle of the Chinese 
people against imperialism is to be explained above all and in the main, 
by the fact that in China, imperialism is that force which supports and 
inspires the direct exploiters of the Chinese people—the feudalists, the 
militarists, the capitalists, the bureaucrats, etc., that the Chinese workers 
and peasants cannot conquer these exploiters of theirs without waging 
at the same time a revolutionary struggle against imperialism. 

The opposition forgets that precisely this circumstance is one of 
those most important factors, which make possible the growing over of 
the. bourgeois revolution in China into a Socialist revolution. 

The opposition forgets that he who stands for the Chinese auti- 
imperialist revolution as a revolution for customs autonomy, denies the 
possibility of the growing over of the bourgeois revolution in China into 
a Socialist revolution, for he restores the Chinese revolution to the 
leadership of the Chinese bourgeoisie. 

And, indeed, facts show why customs autonomy is in actual practice 
the platform of the Chinese bourgeoisie, since even such hardened 
reactionaries like Chang Tso-lin and Chiang Kai-shek declare now ‘for 
the abolition of the unequal treaties and the establishment of customs 
autonomy in China. 

Hence the double-facedness of the opposition, the attempts to wriggle 
out from their own formula on customs autonomy, the attempts to 
renounce it on the quiet and to stick to the Comintern position on the 
possibility of the growing over of the bourgeois revolution in China into 
a Socialist revolution. 

This is the second penalty that the opposition has suffered because 
it does not wish to study seriously the nalional peculiarities of the Chinese 
Kevolution. 

The opposition had heard that the mercantile bourgeoisie had pene- 
trated into the Chinese countryside and had rented the land to the pro- 
pertyless peasants. The opposition knows that the merchant is not 
feudal. Hence the ready-made formula: The remnants of feudalism— 
meaning also the struggle of the peasantry against the survivals of feudal- 
ism—has no serious significance in the Chinese revolution, that the main 
thing in China at present is not the agrarian revolution, but the question 
of tbe state—customs independence of China from imperialist’ countries. 
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But the opposition does not see that the peculiarity of Chinese eco- 
nomy does not consist in the penetration of mercantile capital in the 
countryside but in the combination of the domination of feudal survivals 
and the existence of merchantile capital in the Chinese countryside with 
the preservation of the feudal and mediaeval methods of exploitation and 
oppression of the peasantry. 

The opposition does not understand that the entire present-day mili- 
tary bureaucratic machine in China, which despoils and oppresses the 
Chinese peasantry inhumanly is in essence the political superstructure 
over this combination of the domination of feudal survivals and feudal 
methods of exploition with the existence of commercial capital in the 
countryside. 

And, indeed, facts showed later that a great agrarian revolution deve- 
loped in China which was directed, above all and in the main, against 
the small and the big feudalists of China. Facts showed that this revolu- 
tion embraced tens of millions of peasants and it tends to extend over the 
whole of China. 

Facts showed that feudalists, real and live feudalists, not only exist 
in China but also hold power in their hands in a whole number of pro- 
vinces. They are subjecting to their will the command of the army, are 
subjecting to their influence the leadership of the Kuomintang and are 
dealing blow after blow to the Chinese revolution. 

After this to deny the presence of feudal survivals and the feudal sys- 
lem of exploitation as the main form of oppression in the Chinese coun- 
tryside, not to admit after this the agrarian revolution as the main fact 
of the Chinese revolutionary movement at the present moment, would 
mean going against obvious facts. 

' Hence the retreat of the opposition from its old formula on the ques- 
tion of feudal survivals and the agrarian revolution. Hence-.the attempts 
of the opposition to depart on all fours from its own old formula and 
tacitly admit the correctness of the Comintern position. 

This is the third penalty that the opposition suffered for its reluct- 
ance to reckon with the national peculiarities of China’s economy. And 
so on and so forth. , 

Discord between formulae and reality—such is the lot of the unfor- 
tunate leaders in the opposition. 

And this discord is the direct result of the break made by the opposi- 
tion from the famous tactical principle of Leninism, of the necessity of 
taking into account the national peculiarities and the national-specific 
features in the revolutionary movement of each individual country. 

This is how Lenin formulates this principle: 


“The whole point now is that the Communists of every country should quite con- 
sciously take into account both the main fundamental tasks of the struggle against 
opportunism and ‘Left’ doctrinairisn:y and the specific features which this struggle 
assumes and inevitably must assume in each separate country in conformity with the 
peculiar features of its economics, politics, culture, national composition (Ireland, ete.}, 
its colonies, religious divisions, etc. Everywhere we observe that dissatisfaction with 
the Second International is spreading and growing both because of its opportunism and 
because of its inability, or incapacity, to create a really centralised, a really leading 
centre that would be capable of directing the international tactics of the revolutionary 
proletariat in its struggle for a world Soviet republic. We must clearly realise that 
such a leading centre cannot under any circumstances be built on stereotyped, mechani- 
cally equalised and identical tactical rules of struggle. (Emphasis mine—J. $.) As 
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long as national and stale differences exist among peoples and countries—and [hese 
differences will continue to exist for a very long time even after the dictatorship of the 
proletariat has been established on a world scale—the unity of international tactics of 
the Communist working-class movement of all countries demands, not the elimination 
of variety, not the abolition of national differences (that is a foolish dream at the pre- 
sent moment), but such an application of the fundamental principles of Communism 
(Soviet Power and the. dictatorship of the proletariat) as will correctly modify these 
principles in certain particulars, correctly adapt and apply them to national and national 
slate differences. The main task of the historical period through which all the advan- 
ced countries (and not only the advanced countries) are now passing is to investigate, 
sindy, seek, divine, grasp that which is peculiarly national, specifically national in the 
concrete manner in which each country approaches the fulfilment of the single inter- 
national task, the victory over opportunism and ‘Left’ doctrinairism within the work- 
ing-class movement, the overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the establishment of a Soviet 
republic and a proletarian dictatorship.” (Emphasis Mine—J. S.)* . 


The line of the Comintern is the line of necessarily taking into con- 
sideration this tactical principle of Leninism. 

The line of the opposition is, on the contrary, a line of break with 
ihis tactical principle. 

In this break also lies the root of mishap of the opposition on ques- 
tions on the character and perspectives of the Chinese revolution. 


Let us pass on to the second tactical principle of Leninism. 

From the character and perspectives of the Chinese revolution arises 
the question of the allies of the proletariat in its struggle for the victory 
of the revolution. 

The question of the allies of the proletariat is one of the fundamen- 
tal questions of the Chinese revolution. The Chinese proletariat is con- 
fronted with powerful opponents; the small and the big feudalists, the 
military bureaucratic machine of the old and new millitarists, the counter- 
e R national bourgeoisie, the imperialists of the East and the 
West, who have taken into their own hands the main threads of the eco- 
nomic life of China and who have reinforced with army and navy their 
right to exploit the Chinese people. 

In order to defeat these powerful opponents, what is necessary, apart 
from anything else, is a flexible and well-considered policy of the pro- 
letariat, the ability to utilise every fissure in the camp of the opponents, 
the ability to find allies for itself, even if these allies are vacillating and 
wavering allies, on condition that these allies are mass allies, that they do 
not restrict the revolutionary propaganda and agitation of the party of 
the proletariat, do not restrict the work of the Party in organising the 
working class and the toiling masses. 

Such a policy is the basic requirement of the second tactical principle 
of Leninism. Without such a policy, the victory of the proletariat is 
impossible. 

The opposition considers such a policy incorrect and un-Leninist. 
But this only speaks of the fact that it has lost the last remanants of 
Leninism, that it is as far removed from Leninism as heaven from the 
carth. 

Were there such allies for the Chinese proletariat in the recent past? 

Yes, there were such allies. 

In the period of the first stage of the revolution, when the revolution 


i Lenin : Selected Works, Moscow 1947, Vol. 2 p. 626, 
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ithe revolutionary democratic dictatorship of . the 

peasantry. 

Was there then the possibility of such a transformation ? Yes, there 
In any case, there was no ground to consider this possibility as 

ruled out; at that time, we said plainly that for the conversion of the 
Wuhan Kuomintang into a core of the revolutionary democratic dictator- 
ship of the proletariat and peasantry, at Ieast two conditions were neces- 
sary: a radical democratisation of the Kuomintang, and the direct assis- 
tance of the Kuomintang to the agrarian revolution. It would have been 
stupid for the Communists to give up attempts at such a transformation. 

What were the gains of the Communists in this period ? 

The Communist Party grew in this period from a tiny party of five to 
six thousand members into a big mass party of 50-60 thousand members. 

The workers’ trade unions developed into the tremendous all-China 
federation, numbering nearly three million members. 
sants’ organisations expanded into tremendous federations, embracing 
several tens of millions. The agrarian movement of the peasantry deve- 
loped on an immense scale and occupied a central place in the Chinese 
revolutionary movement. The Communist Party gained an opportunity 
of openly organising the revolution. The Communist Party became the 
leader of the agrarian revolution. The hegemony 
began to be transformed from a wish into a fact. 

It is true that the Communist Party of China was not able to utilise 
all the opportunities of this period. It is true that the Central Committee 
of the Chinese Communist Party conimitted a number of very big mis- 
iakes in this period. But it would be absurd to think that the Chinese 
Communist Party can become a real Bolshevik party at one stroke, so to 
speak, on the basis of a directive from the Comintern. One has only to 
recall the history of our Party, which passed through a number of breaks, 
splits, betrayals and treacheries in order to understand that real Bolshevik 
parties are not born at one stroke. 

Thus, it follows that the leadership of the Comintern was completely 
correct in this period also. 

Has the Chinese proletariat allies now? Yes, it has. These allies 
are the peasantry and the urban poor. 

The present period is characterised by the going over of the Wuhan 
leadership of the Kuomintang into the camp of counter-revolution, the 
desertion of the revolution by the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia.  - 

This desertion can be explained, firstly, by the fear of the petty- 
bourgeois intelligentsia in face of the growing agrarian revolution and the 
pressure of the feudalists on the Wuhan leadership ; secondly, the pres- 
sure of the imperialists in the district of Tientsin, demanding from the 
Kuomintang a break with the Communists as the price for being allowed 
to go to the North. 

The opposition doubts the existence of feudal survivals in China, But 
vow it is clear to all that not only are feudal survivals present in China, 
but that at the present moment, they are even stronger than the onslaught 
of the revolution. And it is precisely because the imperialists and the 
feudalists in China turned out to be stronger for the time being that the 
revolution suffered a temporary defeat. 

This time the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia was lost to the revolution. 

It is just this which is a sign of the temporary defeat of the 
revolution. 
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masses of the peasantry and the urban poor, creating at the same time 
the basis for proletarian hegemony. - 

This was a gain for the revolution. 

The opposition explains the temporary defeat of the revolution by 
the policy of the Comintern. But only people who have broken with Marx- 
ism can speak like this. Only those who have broken with Marxism can 
demand that a correct policy should always and necessarily lead to an 
inmediate victory over the opponent. 

Was the policy of the Bolsheviks correct in the 1905 revolution ? 
Yes, it was. Why did the revolution of 1905 suffer defeat in spite of the 
existence of the Soviets, in spite of the correct policy of the Bolsheviks ? 
Because the feudal survivals and the autocracy proved then to be stronger 
than the revolutionary movement of the workers. ; 

Was the policy of the Bolsheviks correct in July 1917? Yes, it was. 
Why did the Bolsheviks suffer defeat then, in spite of the presence again 
of the Soviets, which then betrayed the Bolsheviks and in spite of the 
correct policy of the Bolsheviks? Because then Russian imperialism 
turned out to be stronger than the revolutionary movement of the 
workers. 

A eorrect policy must not at all lead always and necessarily to an 
immediate victory over the opponent. Immediate viclory over the oppo- 
nent is determined not only by a correct policy, but also, above all and 
in the main, by the correlation of class forces, by the obvious prepon- 
derance of the forces on the side of the revolution, by the disintegration 
in the camp of the opponent and by a favourable international situation. 

A correct policy of the proletariat can lead to immediate victory only 
under these conditions. 

But there is another essential demand that a correct policy must 
satisfy always and in all conditions. This demand consists in the fact 
that the policy of the Party should raise the fighting capacity » of 
the proletariat, multiply its links with the toiling masses, raise the autho- 
tity of the proletariat among these masses and convert the proletariat 
into the leader of the revolution. 

Can one assert that the maximum favourable conditions for the 
immediate victory of the revolution in China exists in the present period ? 
Clearly, it is impossible to assert this. 

Can one assert that the Communist policy in China has not raised 
the fighting capacity of the proletariat, not multiplied its links with the 
broad masses and not raised the authority of the proletariat among these 
masses? Clearly, it is impossible to assert this. 

Only the blind can fail to see that the Chinese proletariat has suc- 
ceeded this time in weaning away the broad masses of the peasantry, 
both from the national bourgeoisie and from the petty-bourgeois intel- 
ligentsia in order to rally them round its banner. 

The Communist Party entered into a bloc with the national bour- 
geoisie in Canton in the first stage of the revolution in order to extend the 
territory of the revolution, form itself into a mass Party, create for itself 
ihe opportunity of openly organising the proletariat and clear for itself 
the path towards the peasantry. 

The Communist Party entered into a bloc with the petty-bourgeois 
intelligentsia of the Kuomintang in Wuhan in the second stage of the 
revolution, in order to multiply its forces, extend the organisation of the 
proletariat, wean away the broad masses of the peasantry from the Kuo- 
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mintang leadership and create the conditions for the hegemony of the 
proletariat. 

The national bourgeoisie passed over into the camp of counter-revo- 
lution and lost its links with the broad masses of the people. 

The petty-bourgeois intelligentsia of the Kuomintang in Wuhan. 
alarmed at the agrarian revolution and having finally discredited itself 
in the eyes of the millions of masses of the peasantry, followed the 
national bourgeoisie. 

But, on the other hand, the millions of masses of the peasantry 
rallied round the proletariat more closely, looking upon it alone as their 
reliable leader and guide. ' i 

Is it not clear that only a correct policy could lead to such result ? 

Is it not clear that only such a policy could raise the fighting capa- 
city of the proletariat ? 

Who, except the unfortunate leaders of our opposition, can deny the 
correctness and the revolutionary nature of such a policy ? 

The opposition affirms that the turning of the Wuhan Kuomintang 
leadership to the side of the counter-revolution speaks of the incorrect- 
ness of the policy of a bloc with the Wuhan Kuomintang at the second 
stage of the revolution. 

But only those who have forgotten the history of Bolshevism and 
fost the lasl remnants of Leninism can speak im this way. 

Was the Bolshevik policy of a revolutionarp bloc with the Left 
Socialist-Revolutionaries in October and after October, right upto the 
spring of 1918, correct? I think that no one has yet decided to deny the 
correctness of this bloc. What did this bloc end in? In the revolt of 
the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries against the Soviet Power. Can one 
assert, on the basis of this, that the policy of a bloc with the Socialist- 
Revolutionaries was incorrect? Clearly, it is impossible to assert this. 

Was the policy of a revolutionary bloc with the Wuhan Kuomintang 
in the second stage of the Chinese revolution correct? I think that 
nobody has yet decided to deny the correctness of such a bloc during 
the second stage of the revolution. The opposition itself asserted then 
{in April 1927) that such a bloc was correct. How can one now, after 
the desertion of the revolution by the Wuhan leadership of the Kuo- 
mintang and.on the basis of this desertion, assert that the revolutionary 
bloc with the Wuhan Kuomintang was incorrect ? 

Is it not clear that only men without character can manipulate with 
the help of such “arguments” ? 

Was anybody asserted that the bloc with the Wuhan leadership is 
permanent and interminable? Do such permanent and interminable 
blocs exist at all in actual fact? Is it not clear that the opposition has 
understood nothing, positively nothing, of the second tactical principle 
of: Leninism on the revolutionary bloc of the proletariat with the non- 
proletarian classes and groups ? 

This is how Lenin formulates this tactical principle : 


“The more powerful enemy can be conquered only by exerting the utmost effort, 
and by necessarily, thoroughly, carcfully, attentively and skilfully taking advantage of 


cyery, even the smallest, ‘rif? among the enemies, of every antagonism of interest 


among the bourgeoisie of the various countries and among the various groups or types 
of bourgeoisie within the various countries, and also by taking advantage of every, even 
ihe smallest opportunity of gaining a mass ally, even though this ally be temporary, 
vacillating, unstable, unreliable and conditional. Those who do not understand this do 
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not understand even a particle of Marxism, or of scientific, modern Socialism in general. 
{Emphasis mine—J. S.) Those who have not proved by deeds over a fairly considerable 
period of time, and in fairly varied political situations, their ability to apply this truth 
‘in practice have not yet learned to assist the revolutionary class in its struggle for the 
emancipation of toiling humauily from the exploiters. And this applies equally to the 
period before and to the period alter the conquest of political power by the proletariat.”* 


Let us pass on to the third tactical principle of Leninism. 

This tactical principle concerns the question of change of slogans 
and of the form and methods of this change. It concerns the question of 
bow to transform the slogans for the Party into slogans for the masses, 
the question of how and in what manner to bring the masses to revolu- 
tionary positions, so that the masses should become convinced through 
their own political experience cf the correctness of the Party slogans. 

But propaganda and agitation alone cannot convince the masses. 
For this, the political experience of the masses themselves is necessary. 
For this it is necessary that the broad masses should realise through 
their own experience the inevitability of overthrowing the present sys- 
tem and establishing new political and social order. 

It is good that the advanced group, the Party, was already convinced 
of the inevitability of overthrowing, say, the Provisional Government of 
Milyukov and Kerensky in April 1917. But this was still inadequate for 
them to come forward for the overthrow of this Government in order to 
put forward the slogan of overthrow of the Provisional Government and 
the establishment of Soviet Power as the slogan of the day. In order to 
convert the formula “all power to the Soviets”.from a perspective of the 
immediae period, into the slogan of the day, into a slogan of immediate 
action, one more decisive circumstance was necessary, namely, that the 
masses themselves should be convinced of the correctness of these slogans 
and render the Party some kind of support or the other in carrying them 
out in practice. 

One must differentiate strictly between a formula, as a perspective for 
the immediate future and a formula as the slogan of the day. The group 
vf Bolsheviks in Petrograd headed by Bagdatyev failed precisely in this 
in April 1917, when they raised prematurely the slogans “Down with the 
Provisional Government, All power to the Soviets!” At that time, Lenin 


characterised this attempt of the Bagdatyevy group as dangerous ` 


adventurism and stigmatised it publicly. (Cf. Lenin: Collected Works, 
ord Russian ed., Vol. XX, pp. 224-25.) 

Why ? Because the broad masses of the toilers in the rear and at the 
front were not yet prepared for the adoption of this slogan. Because 
lhis group confused the formula of “All power to the Soviets!” as a pers- 
pective, with the slogan of “All power to the Soviets” as a slogan of the 
day. Because it ran ahead, threatening the Party with complete isolation 
from the broad masses, from the Soviets who then still believed in the 
. revolutionary character of the Provisional Government. 

Should the Chinese Communists have, say, six months back, raised 
the slogan of “Down with the Kuomintang leadership in Wuhan”? No. 
They should not have done this. 

‘Fhey ought not to have done this, since this would have been dan- 
gerous running ahead: it would have made it more difficult for the 
Communists to reach the broad masses of toilers, who still belived in the 
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Kuomintang leadership and this would have isolated the Communist 
Party from the broad peasant masses. 

They ought not to have done this since the Wuhan Kuomintang 
leadership, the Wuhan C.C. of the Kuomintang had not yet managed to- 
exhaust all possibilities as a bourgeois-revolutionary Government and had 
not yet disgraced and discredited itself in the eyes of the broad masses 
of toilers by its struggle against the agrarian revolution, by its struggle 
against the working class and by its turn to the side. of counter-revolution. 

We have always said that it is impossible to take the course of 
discrediting and substituting the Wuhan Kuomintang leadership till it 
has not as yet exhausted its ‘possibility as a bourgeois-revolutionary 
Government, that it must be allowed to exhaust all its possibilities before 
posing, in a practical manner, the question of changing it. 

Should the Chinese Communists now raise the slogan of “Down with 
Kuomintang leadership in Wuhan”? Yes, they must necessarily do this. 

Now, when the Kuomintang leadership has already discredited itself 
by its struggle against the revolution, taken up an attitude hostile towards 
the broad worker and peasant masses, this slogan will find.a powerful 
response amongst the mass of people. 

Now every worker and every peasant understands that the Com- 
munists acted correctly in quitting the Wuhan Government and the 
Wuhan C.C. of the Kuomintang and advancing the slogan of “Down with 
ihe Kuomintang leadership in Wuhan.” Because the question confront- 
ing the peasant and working class masses is to make a choice between 
either the present-day leadership of the Kuomintang—and, in thal case, 
a refusal to satisfy the urgent demands of these masses, a renunciation of 
agrarian revolution—or the agrarian revolution and a radical improve- 
ment in the position of the working class—and, in that case, a change in 
ihe Kuomintang leadership in Wuhan becomes the slogan of the day for 
ihe masses. 

Such are the requirements of the third tactical principle of Leninism 
on the guestion of change of slogan, on the question of the methods and 
tbe paths of leading the broad masses to new revolutionary positions, on 
the question of assisting the broad masses of toilers to perceive through 
their own experience the correctness of the line of the Party, by its policy, 
its activity and timely substitution of certain slogans by. other slogans. 

This is how Lenin formulates this tactical principle : 


“Viclory cannot. be won with the vanguard alone. To throw the vanguard alone 
into the decisive battle, before the whole class, before the broad masses have taken up 
a position either of direct support of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neutrality 
towards it, and one in which they cannot possibly support the- enemy, would be not 
werely folly but a crime. And in order that actually the whole class, that actually the 
broad masses of toilere and those oppressed by capital may take up such a position, 
propaganda and agitation alone are not enough. For this the masses must have their 
own political experience. (Emphasis mine—J.S.) Such is the fundamental law of all 
great revolutions, now confirmed with astonishing force and vividness not only in 
Russia but also in Germany. Not only the uncultured, often illiterate masses of Russia, 
but the highly cultured, entirely literate masses of Germany lad to realise, through 
their own painful experience, the absolute impotence aud spinelessness, the absolute 
heiplessncss and scrvility to the bourgeoisie, the utter vileness of the Government of 
lhe Knights of the Secend International, Hie absolute inevitability of a dictatorship of 
the estreme reactionarivs (Kornilov in Russia, Kapp and Co. in Germany) as the only 
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alternative to a dictatorship of the proletariat, in order to turn them resolutely toward 
Communism. 

“The immediate task that confronts the class-conscious vanguard of the international 
labour movement, i.e., the Communist Parties, groups and trends, is to be able to lead 
the broad masses (now, for the most part, slumbering, apathetic, hidebound, inert and 
dormant) to their new position, or, rather, to be able to lead not only their own party, 
but also these masses, in their approach, their transition to the new position.”* 


The main mistake of the opposition consists in that it does not 
understand the sense and the importance of this tactical principle of 
Leninism, it does not admit it and systematically violates it. 

They (Trotskyites) violated this tactical principle in the beginning 
of 1917, when they attempted to skip over the still uncompleted agrarian 
movement. (Cf. Lenin.) 

They (Trotsky-Zinoviev) violated it when they attempted “to skip 
over” the reactionary nature of the trade unions by not admitting the 
expediency of communists working in reactionary trade unions and 
denying the necessity of temporary blocs with them. 

They (Trotsky-Zinoviev-Radek) violated it when they attempted “to 
skip over” the national peculiarities of the Chinese revolutionary move- 
ment (Kuomintang), the backwardness of the mass of people in China, 
by demanding in April 1926 the immediate exit of the Communists from 
the Kuomintang, and raising the slogan of the immediate organisation of 
Soviets in April 1926, under the condition of the still unfinished, 
unexhausted Kuomintang phase of development. _ 

The opposition thinks that if it has understood, perceived the half- 
heartedness, the vacillation and the unreliability of the Kuomintang 
leadership, if it has perceived the provisional and the conditional 
character of the bloc with the Kuomintang (and it is not difficult for any 
qualified political worker to perceive this) —then this is quite sufficient to 
start “decisive actions” against the Kuomintang, against the power of the 
Kuomintang, and that it is quite sufficient in order that the masses, the 
broad masses of workers and peasants, should “immediately” support 
“us” and “our” “decisive actions.” 

The opposition forgets that “our” understanding is far from adequate 
in order that the Chinese Communists should be able to bring the 
masses behind themselves. The opposition forgets that for this it is 
necessary still that the masses should perceive, through their own 
experience, the unreliability, the reactionary and counter-revolutionary 
character of the Kuomintang leadership. 

The opposition forgets that revolutions “are made” net only by the 
advanced group, not only by the Party, not only by individual, and, 
howsoever “big” “personalities” but, above all and in the main, by the 
millions of masses of people. 

It is strange that the opposition forgets the state of the millions of 
masses of people, their understanding and their preparedness for 
decisive actions. 

Did we, the Party and Lenin, know in April 1917 that we would 
have to overthrow the Provisional Government of Milyukov and 
Kerensky, that the existence of the Provisional Government is incom- 
patible with the activity of the Soviets, that power must pass into the 
hands of the Soviets? Yes, we knew this. 


* Lenin : Selected Works, Moscow, 1947, Vol. 2, p. 627. 
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Why then did Lenin brand as adventurist a certain group of Bol- 
sheviks in Petrograd with Bagdatyev at their head in April 1917, when 
this group put forward the slogan of “Down with the Provisional Govern- 
ment, All power to the Soviets!” and when they attempted to overthrow 
the Provisional Government ? 

Because the broad masses of the ltoilers, a certain section of the 
workers, millions among the peasantry, the broad masses in the army 
and finally the Sovicts themselves, were not yet ready to adopt this slogan 
us the slogan of the day. 

Because the Provisional Government and the petty-bourgcois parties 
of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, had not yet exhausted 
their possibilities, were not as yet sufficiently discredited in the eyes of 
the millions of masses of toilers. E 

Because Lenin knew that for the overthrow of the Provisional Gov- 
cerument and the establishment of Soviet power, only the. understanding. 
the consciousness of the advanced group of the proletariat, the .party of 
the proletariat, alone is insufficient, for this it is still necessary that the 
masses should themselves be convinced through their own experience of 
the correctness of such a line. 

Because it was necessary to pass through the whole coalition 
bacchanalia, through the betrayals and treacheries of the petty-bourgeois 
parties in June, July, August 1917, it was necessary to go through the 
infamous attack on the front in June 1917, through the “honourable” 
coalition of the petty-bourgeois parties with ` Kornilov and Milyukov, 
through the Kornilov revolt, etc. in order that millions of toiling masses 
could be convinced of the inevitability of the overthrow of the Provisional 
Government and the establishment of Soviet power. 

Because only in these conditions the slogan of Soviet power, as a 
perspective would be converted into the slogan of Soviet power as the 
slogan of the day. 

The misfortune of the opposition lies in that it very often commits 
the very same mistake that was committed by the Bagdatyev group in its 
time, that it, while adandoning the path of Lenin, prefers “to march” 
along the Bagdatyev path. 

Did we, the Party and Lenin, know that a Constituent Assembly is 
incompatible with the system of Soviet power when we took part in the 
clections to the Constituent Assembly and when we convened it in 
Petrograd? Yes, we knew this. 

Why then did we convene it? How could it happen that the Bol- 
sheviks, the enemies. of bourgeois parliamentarism, after having built a 
Soviet power, not only took part in the elections, but also themselves 
convened the Constituent Assembly ? Was this not “Khvostism” (tailism), 
lagging behind events, “holding back the masses”? and violation of the 
tactics of “distant aim’? Of course not. 

The Bolsheviks took this step in order to make it easy for the back- 
ward masses of the people to be convinced of the ineffectiveness of the 
Constituent Assembly after secing this with their own eyes, and of its 
reactionary and counter-revolutionary character. Only in this way was 
it possible to draw millions and millions of peasant masses towards them- 
selves and to facilitate the dispersal of the Constituent Assembly. 

This is what Lenin writes of this: 


“We took part in the elections of the Russian bourgeois parliament, the Constituent 
Assembly, in September-November 1917. Were our tactics correct or not? Did not 
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we, ‘he Russian Bolsheviks, have more right in September-November 1917 Ihan any 
Western Communists lo consider that parliamentarism was politically obsolete in 
Russia ? Of course we did, for the point is not whether bourgeois parliaments have 
existed for a long or a short time, but how far the broad mass of the working people 
are prepared (ideologically, politically and practically) to accept the Soviet system and 
to disperse the bourgeois-democratic parliament (or allow it to be dispersed). That, 
owing to a number of special conditions, the urban working class and the soldiers and 
peasants of Russia were in September-November 1917 exceptionally well prepared to 
accept the Soviet system and to disperse the most democratic of bourgeois parliaments, 
is an absolutely incontestable and fully established historical fact. Nevtrtheless, the 
Bolsheviks did not boycott the Constituent Assembly, but took part in the elections 
both before the prolelariat conquered political power and after.... 

“The conclusion which follows from this ts absolutely incontrovertible ; it has been 
proved that participation in a bourgeois-democratic parliament even a few weeks before 
the victory of a Soviet republic, and even after such a victory, not only does not harm 
the revolutionary proletariat but actually helps it to prove to the backward masses why 
surih parliaments deserve to be dispersed ; it helps their acoessttl dispersal, and helps 
fo make bourgeois parliamentarism polilically obsolete,” 


This is how the Bolsheviks applied in practice the third tactical prin- 
ciple of Leninism. 

This is how the tactics of Bolshevism must be applied in China, whe- 
ther it is a question of the agrarian revolution, or the Kuomintang or the 
slogan of Soviets. 

The opposition is apparently inclined to think that the revolution in 
China has already sustaincd a complete defeat. This, of course, is not 
true. There is no doubt that the revolution in China has sustained a tern- 
porary defeat, but what this defeat is like and how deep it is, that is the 
question now. 

It is possible that it is almost as prolonged a defeat as that which 
took place in Russia in 1905, when the revolution was interrupted for a 
whole twelve years for it to burst forth later in February 1917 with 
renewed force, to remove autocracy and clear the path for a new Soviel 
revolution. 

This perspective cannot be considered as ruled out. As yet, there is 
no complete defeat of the revolution in the same way as the defeat in 
1905 could not be considered as the final defeat. There is no complete 
defeat since the main tasks of the Chinese revolution at the present phase 
of development—the agrarian revolution, the revolutionary unification of 
China, the liberation from imperialist yoke still await their solution. And 
if this perspective were to become a reality, then there can be no ques- 
tion of the immediate creation of soviets of workers’ and peasants’ 
deputies in China since soviets are formed and flouurish only in a situa- 
tion of a revolutionary upsurge. 

Bul that prospect can scarcely be considered a likely one. At all 
events, there are no grounds so.far from considering it likely. There are 
none, because the counter-revolution is not yet united, and will not be 
soon, if indeed it is ever destined to be united. 

For the war of the old and the new militarists among themselves is 
flaring up with fresh force and cannot but weaken the counter-revolution, 
at the same time as it ruins and infuriates the peasantry. 

In China there is not yet any group or government capable of carry- 
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ing out reforms similar to Stolypin’s which will serve as a lightning con- 


ductor for the ruling group. 

It is not easy to bridle and suppress the millions of peasants who 
have taken possession of the land of the landlords. ` The prestige of the 
proletariat among the working masses is rising from day to day and its 
strength is far from being destroyed. 

It is possible that the defeat of the Chinese revolution is similar in its 
extent to the defeat sustained by the Bolsheviks in July 1917, when the 
Menshevik and the Socialist-Revolutionary soviets betrayed them, when 
they were forced to go underground and when a few months later the 
revolution once again came out in the open in order to sweep off the 
imperialist government of Russia. 

Of ccurse, this analogy is conditional. I admit it only with all the 
reservations which are necessary if we bear in mind the difference in the 
situation in China of our day and Russia.in 1917. I draw this analogy 
only to depict approximately the extent of the defeat of the' Chinese 
revolution. 

I think that this prospect is the more likely one. And if it eit 
become a reality, if in the near future—not necessarily in a couple: of 
months, but in six months or a year from now-—a new upsurge of the 
revolution should become a fact, the question of forming Soviets of 
workers’ and peasants’ deputies may become a live issuc, as a slogan of 
the day, and as a counterpoise to the bourgeois government. 

Because, in the conditions of a new upsurge of the revolution in the 
present stage of development, the formation of soviets will become an 
absolutely urgent question. ' 

Yesterday, a few months ago, the Communists of China ought not to 
have raised the slogan of the formation of soviets since it would have 
been the adventurism peculiar to our opposition and since the Kuomin- 
tang leadership had not still discredited itself as the enemy of the 
revolution. 

Now, on the contrary, the slogan of the formation of soviets can 
become a really revolutionary slogan, if (if!) in the near future a new 
and powerful revolutionary upsurge is set ablaze. 

It is, therefore, that till the advent of the upsurge along with the 
struggle for the substitution of the present Kuomintang leadership by a 
revolutionary leadership, we must carry on the broadest propaganda 


. among the broad masses of the toiling people for the idea of the soviets, 


without running ahead and without forming soviets right now, with the 
knowledge that soviets can flourish only in conditions of a’ mighty revo- 
lutionary upsurge. 

The opposition may say that it was “the first” to say this and that it 
is what they termed as the tactics of a “distant aim” 

That is not true, my dear ones. It is completely: untrue! These are 
not the tactics of “distant aim” but the tactics of groping, the tactics of 
perpetual over-stepping or of. falling short of the mark. 

When the opposition demanded the immediate withdrawal of the 
Communists from the Kuomintang in April 1926, then these were the 
tactics of over-stepping the mark since the opposition itself was compelled 
to admit later that the Communists must remain in the Kuomintang. 

When the opposition declared the Chinese revolution to be a revolu- 
tion for customs autonomy, then these were the tactics of falling short 
of the mark, since the opposition itself was compelled later to crawl away 
from its own formula. 

28 


218 SELECTIONS FROM LENIN AND STALIN 


When the opposition declared in April 1927 that feudal survivals 
were an exaggeration in China having forgotten about the existence of 
the mass agrarian movement, then these were the tactics of falling short 
vf the mark since the opposition itself was compelled later to admit the 
mistake tacitly. 

When in April 1927 the opposition raised the slogan of the imme- 
diate formation of the soviets, then these were the tactics of over-stepping 
the mark, since the oppositionists were themselves compelled to recognise 
then the contradictions in their camp, among whom some (Trotsky) 
demanded that the line of overthrowing the Wuhan Government be 
adopted, and others (Zinoviev), on the contrary, demanded “every assist- 
ance” to this very same Wuhan Government. 

But since when have we begun to proclaim the tactics of groping, the 
tactics of perpetual over-stepping and of falling short of the mark, the 
tactics of “distant aim” ? i 

As regards the soviets, it is necessary to say that the Comintern had 
spoken of the soviets in China as the perspective in its documents long 
before the opposition. As regards soviets as the slogan of the day, as 
raised by the opposition in the spring of this year, as opposed to the revo- 
lutionary Kuomintang (the Kuomintang was revolutionary at that time ; 
otherwise, what was there for Zinoviev to shout about “every assistance 
lo the Kuomintang”), that was an adventure vociferously running ahead, 
the same kind of adventure and the same running ahead which Bagdatyev 
practised in April 1917. 

From the fact that the slogan of soviets can become the slogan of the 
day in the near future in China, it does not at all follow that the slogan 


of soviets raised by the opposition in spring of this year was not danger- . 


ous and harmful adventurism. 

Similarly, from the fact that the slogan “All power to the Soviets” 
was recognised by Lenin as necessary and timely in September 1917 (the 
famous decision of the C.C. on the uprising)®* it does not at all follow 
that the raising of this slogan by Bagdatyev in April 1917 was not harmful 
and dangerous adventurism. l 

Bagdatyev could have also said in September 1917 that he was “the 
first” to speak of the power of the Soviets already in April 1917. Does 
that mean that Bagdatyev was right and Lenin wrong in charcterising 
this action as adventurism in April 1917? 

Evidently the “laurels” of Bagdatyev do not give any rest to our 
opposition. 

The opposition does not understand that the question is not at all 
one of saying things “first” by running ahead and spoiling the cause of the 
revolution, but of saying a thing in time and saying it in a manner as 
would be caught up by the masses and transformed into deeds. 

‘Such are the facts. 

The departure of the opposition from Leninist tactics and the “ultra- 
Left” adventurism of its policy——-such are the results! 


i pe ne eR RN REFERRER 


Speech at the 19th Congress 
of the CPSU | 


Comrades, permit me to express the gratitude of our Congress to 
all the fraternal Parties and groups whose representatives have honoured 
our Congress with their presence, or who have sent greetings to the 
Congress—gratitude for their friendly felicitations, for their wishes of 
success, for their confidence. 

It would be a mistake to think that, having become a mighty force, 
our Party is no longer in need of support. That is not true. Our Party 
and our country have always needed, and will need, the confidence, the 
sympathy and the support of fraternal peoples abroad. 

The distinguishing feature of this support is that whenever any 
fraternal Party supports the peaceable aspirations of our Party, it is 
at the same time supporting its own people in their struggle for the 
preservation of peace. When, in 1918-19, at the time of the armed attack 
on the Soviet Union of the British bourgeoisie, the British workers 
organized a struggle against war under the watchword of “Hands off 
Russia !”, this was support—suppert, primarily, for the struggle of their 
own people for peace, and support also for the Soviet Union. When 
Comrade Thorez or Comrade Togliatti declare that their peoples will not 
fight the peoples of the Soviet Union, that is support—support, primarily, 
for the workers and peasants of France and Italy who are fighting for 
peace, and support also for the peaceful aspirations of the Soviet Union. 
This distinguishing feature of mutual support is to be explained by the 
fact that the interests of our Party do not contradict, but, on the con- 
lrary, merge with the interests of the peace-loving peoples. As to the 
Soviet Union, its interests are altogether inseparable from the cause of 
worldwide peace. 

Naturally, our Party cannot remain indebted to the fraternal Parties, 


‘and it must in its turn render support to them and also to their peoples 


in their struggle for emancipation, and in their struggle for the preserva- 
tion of peace. As we know, that is exactly what it is doing. After our 
Party had assumed power in 1917, and after it had taken effective mea- 
sures to abolish capitalist and landlord oppression, representatives of the 
fraternal Parties, in their admiration for the daring and success of our 
Party, conferred upon it the title of the “Shock Brigade” of the world 
revolutionary and labour movement. By this, they were expressing the 
hope that the successes of the “Shock Brigade” would help to ease the 
position of the peoples languishing under the yoke of capitalism. I 
think that our Party has justified these hopes, especially so in the Second 
World War, when the Soviet Union, by smashing the German and 
Japanese fascist tyranny, delivered the peoples of Europe and Asia from 
the menace of fascist slavery. 

It was very hard, of course, to perform this honourable mission so 
long as ours was a single and solitary “Shock Brigade”, so long as it had 
lo perform this mission of vanguard almost alone. But that was in the 
past. Today the situation is quite different. Today, when from China 
and Korea to Czechoslovakia and Hungary, new “Shock Brigades” have 
appeared in the shape of the People’s Democracies—now it has become 
easier for our Party to fight, ay, and the work is going more merrily. 
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Those Communist, democratic, and workers’ and peasants’ parties 
which have not yet come, to power and are still working under the heel 
ef bourgeois draconic laws are deserving of particular attention. For 
them, of course, the work is harder. But it is not as hard for them to 
work as it was for us, the Russian Communists, in the period of tsarism, 
when the slightest movement forward was declared a severe crime. 
However, the Russian Communists stood their ground, were not daunted 
by difficulties, and achieved victory. So it will be with these parties. 

Why will it not be so difficult for these Parties to work as it was for 
the Russian Communists in the period of tsarism ? 

Firstly, because they have before their eyes such examples of strug- 
„gle and achievement as are to be seen in the Soviet Union and the People’s 
Democracies. Consequently, they are in a position to learn from the 
mistakes: and. achievements of these countries and thus lighten their 
own work. 

Secondly, because the bourgeoisie—the chief enemy of the emancipa- 
tion movement—has itself become different, has changed substantially, 
has become more reactionary, has lost its ties with the people, and has 
thereby weakened itself. Naturally, this circumstance, too, should lighten 
the work of the revolutionary -and democratic parties. 

Formerly, the bourgeoisie could afford to play the liberal, to uphold 
the- bourgeois-democratic liberties, and thus gain popularity with the peo- 
ple. Now not a trace remains of this liberalism. The so-called “liberty 
of the individual” no longer exists—the rights of the individual are now 
extended only to those who possess capital, while all other citizens are 
regarded as human raw material, fit only to be exploited. The principle 
of equal rights for men and nations has been trampled in the mud; it has 
been replaced by the principle of full rights for the exploiting minority 
and no rights for the exploited majority. The banner of bourgeois- 
democratic liberties has been thrown overboard. I think that it is you, 
the representatives of the Communist and democratic parties, who will 
have to raise this banner and carry it forward, if you want to gather 
around you the majority of the people. There is nobody else to raise it. 

Formerly, the bourgeoisie was regarded as the head of the nation ; 
it upheld the rights and independence of the nation and placed them 
“above all celse.” Now not a trace remains of the “national principle.” 
Now the bourgeosie sells the rights and independence of the nation for 
dollars. The banner of national independence and national sovereignty 
has been thrown overboard. There is no doubt that it is you, the 
representatives of the Communist and democratic parties, who will have 
to raise this banner and carry it forward if you want to be patriots of 
your country, if you want to become the leading force of the nation. 
There is nobody else to raise it. 

That is how matters stand today. 

Naturally, all these circumstances should lighten the work of the 
Communist and democratic parties which have not yet come to power. 

Consequently, there is every reason to count upon the success and 
victory of our fraternal Parties in the lands where capital holds sway. 

Long live our fraternal Parties ! 

May the leaders of our fraternal Parties live and flourish! 

Long live peace among nations ! 

Down with warmongers ! 


oo 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


_ The article “Critical Remarks on the National Question” was vrii by Lenin in 
, October-December 1913 and published the same year in the Bolshevik legal journal 


Prosveshcheniye Nos. 10, 11 and 12. 

In the summer of 1913 Lenin delivered lectures on the national question in a 
number of Swiss cities—Zurich, Geneva, Lausanne and Berne. 

In the autumn of 1913 Lenin made a report on the national question at the 
“Poronin” meeting of the Central Committee of the R. S. D. L.. P. with the Party 
workers. The meeting adopted a resolution drafted by Lenin, After the meet- 
ing Lenin started work on his article “Critical Remarks on the National 
Question”. f p. 1 
The Black Hundreds—monarchist gangs formed by the tsarist police to fight the 
revolutiouary movement. They murdered revolutionaries, assaulted progressive 


intellectuals and staged anti-Jewish pogroms. p. 1 
Russkoye Slovo (Russian Word)— a liberal-bourgceois daily published in Moscow 
from 1895 to November 1917 when it was closed down. p. 1 


Dyen (The Day)—a daily newspaper of a. liberal-bourgeois trend published in ` 
St. Petersburg from 1912. Among its contributors were Menshevik Liquidators, 
who took over complete control of the paper after February 1917. Closed down 
by the Revolutionary Military Committee of the Petrograd Soviet on October 25 
(November 8) 1917. p. 3 
Russkaya Mysl (Russian Thought)—a literary and political monthly published in 
Moscow from 1880 to 1918; until 1905 it showed liberal Narodnik leanings. After 
the 1905 revolution it became the organ of the Right wing of the Cadet Party, 
under the editorship of P. B. Struve. It propagated nationalism, clericalism and 
supported the preservation of landed estates. p. # 
This reference is to the Congress of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party held 
in Briinn (Austria) from September 24 to 29, 1899. The national question was 
the principal item on the agenda. Two resolutions expressing different points of 
view were submitted to the Congress: (1) the resolution of the Central Committee 
of the Party which upheld the territorial.autonomy of nations, and (2) the resolu- 
tion of the Committee of the South-Slav Social-Democratie Party which upheld 
extra-territorial cultural-national autonomy. 

The Congress unanimously rejected the programme of cultural-national auto- 
nomy and adopted a compromise resolution recognising national autonomy within 
the boundaries of the Austrian state. (See Lenin’s article “A Contribution to the 
History of the National Programme in Austria and in Russia”.) p. 10 
J. S. L. P. (Jewish Socialist Labour Party)—a petty-bourgeois nationalist orga- 
nisation, founded in 1906. Its programme included a demand for. national auto- 
nomy for the Jews—the creation of extra-territorial Jewish parliaments (sejms), 
authorised to settle questions concerning the political organisation of the Jews in 
Russia. The J. S. L. P. was close to the Socialist-Revolutionaries and together — 
they waged a struggle against the R. S. D. L. P. p. 10 
Lenin is referring to the conference of the C. C. R. S. D. L. P. with the Party 
workers, which took place in Poronin near Cracow from September 28 to October 
1 (October 6-14), 1913 and for reasons of secrecy was. called the “August” 
(“Summer”) Conference. The resolution on the national question mentioned here 
was drawn up by Lenin. , p. 10 
Przeglad. Socjaldemokratyczny (Social- -Democratic Review) —-a magazine published 
in Cracow by the Polish Social-Democrats, in close co-operation with Rosa Luxem- 
burg, from 1902 to 1904 and from 1908 to 1910. p. ll 
Die Neue Zeii—a theoretical journal of he German Social-Democratic Party, pub- 
lished in Stuttgart from 1883 to 1923. It was edited by K. Kautsky until October 
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1917, and then by H. Cunow. Some of the writings of Marx and Engels, the 
founders of Marxism, were first published in this: journal. Engels helped the 
editors with his advice and often criticised them for their deviations from Marxism. 

' In the late nineties, after the death of Engels, the journal regularly published 
articles by revisionists, among them a series of articles by E. Bernstein “Problems 
of Socialism”, which launched a revisionist campaign against Marxism. During 
the First World War (1914-18) the journal took up a Centrist stand and actually 


supported social-chauvinists. p. 14 
Nauchnaya Mysl (Scientific Thought)—a Menshevik journal published in Riga in 
1908. l p. 14 
See Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1966, p. 765. p. 15 
Lenin quotes here from Griboyedov’s comedy Wit Works Woe. p. 22 
Reference is to the abolition of serfdom in Russia in 1861. p. 24 
The Times—a daily published since 1785 in London ; one of the largest conserva- 
tive newspapers of the British bourgeoisie. p. 25 


Fenians—members of a secret Irish revolutionary organisation; they demanded 
national independence for their country, the establishment of a democratic repub- 
lic, the transformation of peasant tenants into proprietors of the land they tilled, 
etc. They intended to carry out their political programme by means of an armed 
uprising. Their plot, however, was a failure. In 1867 the Fenians started to 
prepare for an insurrection, but in September that year the English Government 
managed to arrest the leaders of the Fenian movement and tried them. The 
Fenians were subjected to mass repressions. The campaign launched in England 


- in defence of the condemned Fenians was supported by the General Council of 


the First International. - p. 25 
In the summer and autumn of 1869 a wide campaign for an amnesty for the con- 
victed Fenians started in Ireland. Numerous - meetings adopted petitions to the 
English Government with a demand for the Irish revolutionaries to be set free. 
Gladstone, the head of the English Government, rejected all the demands and 
this gave rise to protest demonstrations in London. p. 26 
The New York Daily Tribune—an American newspaper published from 1841 to 
1924. Until the mid 1850s it was the organ of the Left wing of the American 
Whigs, and later the organ of the Republican Party. Karl Marx contributed to the 
paper from August 1851 to March 1862. Many articles for it were written by 
Engels at Marx’s request. p. 27 


“See Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Correspondence Moscow, 1965, 


pp. 229-30. p. 27 
Labour Popular Socialist Party separated from the Right wing of the Socialist- 
Revolutionary Party in 1906. Its members were in favour of a bloc with the 
Cadets. Lenin called them “Social-Cadets”, “petty-bourgeois opportunists”, “S. R. 
Mensheviks”, vacillating between the Cadets and the Socialist-Revolutionaries, and 
stressed that this party “differs very little from the Cadets, for it deletes frony its 
programme both republicanism and the demand for all the land.” The party was 


headed by A. V. Peshekhonov, N. F. Annensky, V. A. Myakotin and others. After, 


the October Socialist Revolution they participated in counter-revolutionary con- 
spiracies and armed actions against Soviet power. p. 30 
Russkoye Bogatstvo (Russian Wealth)—a monthly journal published from 1876 
to 1918 in St. Petersburg. In the early nineties the journal was the organ of the 
liberal Narodniks. In 1906 the journal became the organ of the semi-Cadet 
Labour Popular Socialist’ Party. i p. 30 
The Dreyfus case—a frame-up trial instituted in 1894 by reactionary-royalist 
circles of the French militarists against Dreyfus, a Jewish officer of the General 
Staff, who was falsely accused of espionage and high treason. A court martial 
sentenced him to life imprisonment. The public movement in France to revise 
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the case took the form of a fierce struggle between the republicans and royalists 
and eventually led to the release of Dreyfus in 1906. 

Lenin said that the Dreyfus case was “one of the many thousands of 
fraudulent tricks of the reactionary military caste”. l . p. 33 
This incident took place in Zabern (Alsace) in November 1913, and was caused 
by the brutality of a Prussian officer against Alsatians. This aroused a burst 
of indignation among the local, mainly French, population against the oppression 
of Prussian militarists. On the Zabern incident, see Lenin’s article “Zabern”, p. 33 
See Marx’s letter to Engels of November 30, 1867. up. 33 
For the critique of Renner’s and Bauer’s reactionary concept of so-called cultural- 
national autonomy see Lenin’s work, “Critical Remarks on the National Ques- 


tion” (pp. 1-40 of this book). i p. 33 
Marx, “Konfidentielle Mitteilung” and Engels, “Flüchtlingsliteratur” I Polish 
Proclamation. f p. 35 
See Marx’s letter lo Engels of November 2, 1867. p. 35 


Augean stables—in Greek mythology, large stables of King Augeas, which were 
kept uncleaned for many years. They were cleaned by Hercules and this was con- 
sidered one of his feats. The expression used figuratively. denotes extreme neglect, 
disorder and filth. p. 36 
Die Glocke (Bell)—a magazine published in Munich, and then in Berlin from 
1915 to 1925 by a German Social-Democrat and social-chauvinist Parvus 
(Gelfand). p. 36 
See Engels’s “Democratic Pan-Slavism.” Lenin used the book Aus dem literaischen 
Nachlass von Karl Marz, Friedrich Engels and Ferdinand Lassalle (hrsg. von Franz 
Mehring, Stuttgart, 1902, Bd. III, S. 246-64) which did not give the author’s 
name. p. 38 
Fabians—members of the Fabian Society, a British reformist organisation, founded 
in 1884; it got its name from the Roman commander of the third century B. C. 
Fabius Maximus, surnamed Cunctator (“Delayer”) for his procrastination tactics 
when he postponed pitched battle against Hannibal. The Fabians denied the 
need for the class struggle of the proletariat and a socialist revolution ‘and asserted 
that the transition from capitalism to socialism was possible only through petty 
reforms and a gradual transformation of society. Lenin said that it was “an 
extremely opportunist trend” (Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 13, p. 358). In 1900 
the Fabian Society was affiliated to the Labour Party. Fabian socialisin is one 
of the sources of Labour Party ideology. 

During the First World War (1914-18) the Fabians took a. social-chauvinist 


stand. p. 37 
This reference is to the Sixth (Prague) All-Russian Conference of the R. S. D. L. P. 
held from January 5 to 17 (18-30), 1912 in Prague. p: 38 


Nashe Dyelo (Our Cause)—a Menshevik monthly, the chief organ of the liquida- 
tors and social-chauvinists in Russia; it was put out in 1915 in Petrograd instead 
of Nasha Zarya (Our Dawn) which was closed down in October 1914, p. 38 
This reference is to the International Socialist Conference in Zimmerwald held 
from September 5 to 8, 1915. 

The Conference witnessed a struggle between the revolutionary internationa- 
lists headed by Lenin and the Kautskyite majority. From Left-wing internationa- 
lists Lenin formed the Zimmerwald Left group in which the Bolsheviks alone took 
the only correct and fully consistent internationalist stand against the war. 

The Conference adopted a Manifesto which recognised that the war was au 
imperialist one. It condemned the behaviour of socialists who voted for the war 


‘credits and worked within bourgeois governments ; it called upon ‘the European 


-- workers to unfurl a struggle against war, for peace without annexations ‘and 


indemnities. 
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The Conference adopted a resolution of sympathy with the ‘victims of the war 


and elected the International Socialist Commission (I. S. K.). p. 39 . 
"'Sée Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. II, Moscow, 1967, pp. 2-3. 
“See note No. 25. i 
Engels, “What Has the Working Class To Do with Poland ? 


p. 40 
p. 43 
p. 43 
Reference is to the Declaration of the Polish Social-Democrats at the International 
Socialist Conference in Zimmerwald (1915) expressing protest against the oppres- 
sive policy of the tsarist autocracy, and the German and Austrian ee 
who “deprived the Polish people of the chance to decide their own RE iar 
regard the Polish regions as a stake in the subsequent compensation negotia - i 
“This”, the Declaration said, “especially rudely reveals the essence of the ae 
of the capitalist governmenis who send the masses to the slaughter and go out o 


s ” 
‘their way to determine the destiny of the peoples for several generations to come. 


The Polish Social-Democrats expressed their certainty that only participation m 
the coming struggle of the revolutionary international proletariat for cece a 
the struggle which will smash the shackles of national oppression and des es a 
forms of foreign domination, will ‘assure the Polish people the possibility (0) 5 
‘all-round development as an equal member in the union of the peoples”. p. 47 


` Lichtstrahlen (Rays of Light)—-a monthly, organ of the German Left Social- 


Democrats (Internationalist Socialists of Germany), edited by J. Borchardt. e 
i rlin irr rly fr 1913 to 1921. p. 
appeared in Berlin irregularly from $ 
Reference is to Rosa Luxemburg’s article “The National Question and Dee a 
published in Przeglad Socjaldemokratyczny Nos. 6, 7, 8-9, 10, 12 and 14-15, n 
ae i i is fr ee 
Nashe Slovo (Our Word)—a Menshevik newspaper, issued in Paris from Ja y 
1915 to September 1916 in place of the newspaper Golos (Voice). Trotsky was 


-p. 51 
one of the editors. p 


Vorwärts (Forward)—a daily, the central organ of the German Social-Democratic 


Party, publishtd under the name of Vorwdrts-Berliner Volksblatt in Berlin aie 
1891 on the decision of the Halle Congress as the continuation of Ber H 
Volksblatt (Berlin People’s Newspaper), which had been published from 188 ; 
Engels used the columns of the paper to fight all manifestation of ge 
After the death of Engels, in the late nineties, Vorwärts fell into the hands o me 
Party’s Right wing and regularly published articles by the opportunists. ae 
the First World War Vorwärts took up a social-chauvinist stand, and after : 
Great October Socialist Revolution carried Out anti-Soviet propaganda. It B 
in Berlin till 1933. , p. 

ae (Our Voice)—a Menshevik paper of a social-chauvinist bent deere 
i ra from 1915 to 1916. p: 54 
oe Boni Draft Theses on the National and the Colonial Questions 
were received by Lenin from G. V. Chicherin, N. N. Krestinsky, J. V. rath M. G. 
‘Rafes, Y. A. Preobrazhensky, N. D. Lapinsky, and I. Nedelkov (N. arene 
presentative of the Bulgarian Communists, as well as from a number of leader: 
‘in Bashkiria, Kirghizia, and Turkestan. , Along with correct ideas, the notes con- 
tained certain grave errors. Thus, Chicherin gave a wrong interpretation ` 
‘Lenin’s theses on the necessity of support for national liberation movements an 
on ‘agreements ‘with the national bourgeoisie, without due regard for PRT 
tinction between the bourgeoisie and the peasantry. With regard to this EF 
wrote: “I lay greater stress on the alliance with the peasantry (which doss no 
quite mean the bourgeoisie)” (Central Party Archives of the Institute of Martini: 
Leninism of the C. C. C. P. S. U.). Referring to the relations between the future 


à ‘socialist’ Europe and the ecoħomically underdeveloped and dependent countries, 


‘Preobražzhensky wrote: ™”...if it proves impossible -to reach economic agree- 
ment with the leading national groups, the latter will inevitably be suppressed by 
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force and economically important regions will be compelled to join a union of 
European Republics.” Lenin decisively objected to this remark: “...it goes too 
far. It cannot be proved, and it is wrong to say that suppression hy force is 
“inevitable”. That is radically wrong” (see Voprosy Istorii KPSS [Problems of the 
C. P. S. U. History] 1958, No. 2, p. 16). P. 55 
As a result of the revolution which commenced in Finland on January 27, 1918, 
the bourgeois government of Svinhufvud was overthrown and the working class 
assumed power. On January 29, the revolutionary government of Finland, the 
Council of People’s Representatives was formed by Edvard Gylling, Yrjö Sirola, 
Otto Kuusinen, A. Taimi and others. The following were among the most impor- 
tant measures taken by the workers’ government: the law on the transfer to 
landless peasants, without indemnification, of the land they actually tilled; tax- 
exemption for the poorest sections of the population; the expropriation of enter- 
prises whose owners had fled the country ; the establishment of state control over 
private banks (their functions being assumed by the State Bank). 

On March 1, 1918, a treaty between the Finish Socialist Workers’ Republic 
and the R. S. F. S. R. was signed in Petrograd. Based on the principle of com- 
plete equality and respect for the sovereignty of the two sides, this was the first 
treaty in world history to be signed between two -socialist countries. 

The proletarian revolution, however, was victorious only in the south of 
Finland. The Svinhufvud government concentrated all  counter-revolutionary 
forces in the north of the country, and appealed to the German Kaiser's govern- 
ment for help. As a result of German armed intervention, the Finnish revolution 
was put down in May 1918, after a desperate civil war. White terror reigned in 
the country ; thousatds of revolutionary workers and peasants were executed or 
tortured to death in the prisons. p. 57 
As a result of mass action by the Lettish proletariat and peasantry against the 
German invaders and the counter-revolutionary government of Ulmanis, a pro- 
visional Soviet government was established in Latvia on December 17, 1918, which 
issued a Manifesto on the assumplion of state power by the Soviets. Soviet Rus- 
sia gave fraternal help to the Lettish people in their struggle to establish Soviet 
rule and strengthen the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

Under the leadership of the Latvian Communist Party and the Latvian Soviet 
Government, a Red Army was formed, the landed estates were confiscated, the 
banks and big commercial and industrial enterprises were nationalised, social 
insurance and an eight-hour working day were introduced, and a system of pub- 
lic catering for -working people was organised. 

In March 1919, German troops and the whiteguards, armed and equipped by 
the U. S. and the Entente imperialists, attacked Soviet Latvia, In May they cap- 
tured Riga, the capital of Soviet Latvia. After flerce fighting the entire territory 
of Latvia had been overrun by the interventionists by beginning of 1920. The 
counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie established a regime of bloody terror, thousands 
of revolutionary workers and peasants being killed or thrown into prison, p. 57 
The commission on the national and the colonial questions, formed by the Second 
Congress of the Communist International, included representatives of the Com- 
munist parties of Russia, Bulgaria, France, Holland, Germany, Hungary, the 
U. S. A., India, Persia, China, Korea and Britain. The work of the commission 
was guided by Lenin, whose theses on the national and the colonia) questions were 
discussed at the fourth and fifth sessions of the Congress, and were adopted on 
July 28, p. 60 
The Basle Manifesto was adopted by the. Extraordinary International Socialist 
Congress held in Basle on Nobember 24-25, 1912. It gave a warning against the 
imminent world imperialist war, whose predatory aims it unmasked, and called 
upon the workers of all countries to wage a determined fight for peace and “to 
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pit against the might of capitalist imperialism the international solidarity of the 
proletariat”. The Manifesto denounced the expansionist policy of the imperialist 
countries and urged socialists to fight against all oppression of small nalions and 
manifestations of chauvinism. : p. 63 
“Marxism and the National Question” was written at the end of 1912 and the 
beginning of 1913 in Vienna. It first appeared in. the Bolshevik magazine Pro- 
sveshcheniye (Enlightenment), 1913, Nos. 3-5, under the title “The National Ques- 
tion and Social-Democracy” and signed. K. Stalin. In 1914 it was published by 
the Priboy Publishing House in St. Petersburg as a separate pamphlet entitled 
The National Question and Marais. 

In 1920 the article was republished by the People’s Commissariat of Nationa- 
lities in a Collection of Articles by Stalin on the national question. It was sup- 
plied with a preface by the author explaining the circumstances in which each 
of the articles in the volume was written. 

In reference to the present article, “Marxism and the National Question,” 
Stalin said in the preface: 

“The article reflects the period when a controversy on the fundamental prin- 
ciples of the national problem was being waged within the ranks of the Russian 
Social-Democratic Party ; it was the era of the landlord-lsarist reaction, a year and 
a half before the outbreak of the imperialist’ war, the era of the growth of the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia, At that time there were two conflicting 
theories of natious and, correspondingly, two national programmes: the Austrian 
programme, supported by the Bund and the Mensheviks, and the Russian pro- 
gramme, the programme of the Bolsheviks. The reader. will find a description of 
these two currents in this article. Subsequent events, particularly the imperialist 
war and the disintegration of Austria-Hungary into several national states, clearly 
demonstrated which side was right. Now, when Springer and Bauer are standing 
over the spilt milk pail of their national programme, there can hardly be room 
for doubt that history has condemned the ‘Austrian school. Even the Bund has 
been obliged to admit. that the ‘demand for national cultural autonomy [ée., the 
Austrian national programme—/, S.] which was put forward under the capitalist 
system, loses all meaning in the conditions of a socialist revolution.” (The 
Twelfth Conference of the Bund, 1920). The Bund does not even suspect that it 
thereby admitted (inadvertently admitted) the fundamental unsubstanlialily of the 
theoretical basis of the Austrian national programme and the fundamental 
unsubstantiality of the Austrian theory of nations.” 

It was in reference to this article of Stalin’s, “Marxism and the National 
Question,” that Lenin wrote to Gorky in February 1913: “We have a wonderful 
Georgian here who has sat down to write a big article for Prosveshcheniye and 
has collected all the Austrian and ‘other material.” And when the article appeared, 
Lenin wrote a warm appreciation of it in his article, “The National Programme of 
the R. S. D. L. P.,” published in the Sotsial-Demokrat, December 15, 1913. Refer- 
ting to the reasons which lent prominence to the national problem at that period, 
he remarked: “This state of affairs and the principles of the national programme 
of the Social-Democrats have already been dealt with in theoretical Marxist litera- 
ture recently. (prime place must here be given to Stalin’s article).” p. 65 
Zionism—a reactionary. nationalist political movement which recruited its fol- 
lowers from the Jewish petty and middle bourgeoisie, intellectuals, business 
employees, artisans and the more backward sections of the Jewish workers. Its 
aim was to organise a Jewish bourgeois state in Palestine and it endeavoured to 


‘isolate the Jewish - working-class masses from the general struggle of the 


proletariat. p. 65 


‘The Brünn Parteitag, or Congress, of the Austrian Social-Democralic Party was 
‘held September 24-29, 1899. The discussion at the congress mainly centred around 
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the national question. The congress rejected the resolution of the South-Slavic 
Social-Democrats, which advoeated extra-territorial national-cultural autonomy, and 
adopted a resolution proposed by the Joint Executive Committee (the Central 
Committee) advocating a union of nationally-delimited regions, which,’ of course, 
was a compromise between the Austro-German Social-Democrats, who advocated 
a centralised state, and the South-Slavic, Czech and other Social-Democrats, who 
held a nationalist position. On the question of Party organisation the Brünn Con- 
gress went even further than the Wimberg Congress towards forming separate 
national Social-Democratic groups and reformed the central administration of the 
Party into a federal body made up of the executive committees of the national 
Social-Democratic organisations. (German, Czech, Polish, Ruthenian [Ukrainian], 
Italian and South-Slavic). p. 78 
“Here there is no parliament, thank God,” were the words uttered by V. Kokoytsov, 
the tsarist Minister of Finance (later Prime Minister), in the State Duma on April 
24, 1908. "pP. 79 


These words are taken from Chapter II (‘Proletarians and Communists”) of The 
Communist Manifesto of Karl Marx and Federick Engels. : p 85 


The Vienna (or Wimberg—as it was called after the name of the hotel'in which 
it met) Congress of the Austrian Social-Democratic Party was held in June 6-12, 
1897. The party which had till then been united, was at this congress dismembered 
into six independent national Social-Democratic groups (German, Czech, Polish, 
Ruthenian [Ukrainian], Italian and South-Slavic), which were united only by the 
fact that they held joint congresses and had a joint Central Committee. p. 85 


The reference is to an article by Karl Marx entitled “Zur Judenfrage” (“The Jewish 
Question”), published in 1844 in the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher (German- 
French Annual), in which Marx argued against the leader of the German free- 
thinking radicals, Bruno Bauer. p. 87 
The Eighth Conference of the Bund was held in September 1910 in Lvov, Galicia. 
The conference chiefly devoted its attention to the questions of the Jewish com- 
munity and the Sabbath rest-day, the resolutions on which were evidence of the 
further accentuation of nationalism in the Bund. ` p. 90 
“Adapting socialism to nationalisin”—this phrase was used of the Bundists and 
the Caucasian Social-Democrats by Plekhanoy in an article entitled “Another 
Schismatic Conference,” printed in Za Partiyu (For the Party—the organ of’ the 
Plekhanoyist Party Mensheviks and the conciliationist Party Bolsheviks, published 
in 1912-14) of October 2, 1912, No. 3. In this article Plekhanov severely con- 
demand both the fact of convocation and the resolutions of the August Conference 
of the Liquidators. p. 91 
The Seventh Congress of the. Bund was held in Lvov, Galicia, at the end of 1906. 
The congress declared in favour of the Bund’s joining the Russian Social-Democra- 
tic Labour Party on the basis of the rules adopted by the latter at its Fourth 
(Stockholm) Congress, with the reservation, however, that “while joining the 
R. S. D. L. P. and adopting its programme, the Bund holds to its own pro- 
gramme on the national question.” After the Seventh Congress the Bund definitely 
and finally went over to Menshevism. p. 92 
The Old Iskra—this was the way the Iskra of the period of 1900-03: (down to 
No. 51), when Lenin was a leading member of the editorial board, was later 
referred to in order to distinguish it from the new Iskra, the Iskra of the period 
when it had adopted the Menshevik position. The old Iskra vigorously com- 
bated the nationalism of the Bund. A number of articles in the /skra, the mosl 
important of them by Lenin, were devoted to criticising the Bund and its views 
on the national question and on the organisational structure of the Party. p. 93 
Karel Yanek—a Czech: Social-Democrat member of the Austrian -Reichsrat and 
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the Briinn Landtag, a director of the Sick Benefit Society of Briinn and one of 
the leaders of the Czech separatists. p. 93 
Chveni Tskhovreba (Our Life)—daily newspaper published by the Georgian 
Mensheviks in Kutais in 1912. Nineteen numbers appeared. 

The quotations given here are taken from an article by N. (Noah Jordania) 
entitled “The Old and the New,’ which appeared in Chveni Tskhovreba, 
Nos, 11-14. i p. 94 
The reference is to the first Balkan War, which broke out in October 1912 between 
Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece, and Montenegro on the one hand, and Turkey on the 
other. The war was the result of the conflict of interests in the Balkan Peninsula 
between the powers of the Entente (France, Great Britain, and Russia) and the 
Powers of the Triple Alliance (Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy). This war 
and the second Balkan War (1913), which broke out among the former allies over 
the division of the spoils and which cnded in the defeat of Bulgaria, only tightened 
the knot of imperialist contradictions in the Balkans and served as a prologue to 
the world imperialist war. p. 101 
The reference is to the resolutions of the Fourth (also known as the Third All- 
Russian) Conference of the R. S. D. L. P., held November 5-12, 1907 (Old Style), 
and the Fifth (known as the December) Conference of the R. S. D. L. P., held 
December 21-27, 1908 (O. S.) p. 104 
The reference is to the election to the Fourth State Duma as deputy from Warsaw 
of Jagiello, a member of the Left wing of the Polish Socialist Party. His election 
was secured with the help of a bloc of the Bundists and the Polish Socialist 
Party with the Jewish bourgeois nationalists as against the vote of the Polish 
Social-Democratic electors who comprised the majority in the workers’ electoral 
college. The Social-Democratic fraction in the Fourth State Duma, thanks to the 
fact that its majority at that time consisted of Liquidators, adopted Jagiello, who 
was not a Social-Democrat, into its midst and thereby supported the schismatic 
action of the Bund and accentuated the split among the workers of Poland. p. 104 
The Seventh (known as the April) All-Russian Conference of the Bolsheviks, held 
in Petrograd April 24-29, 1917 (O. S.), devoted considerable attention to the 
national question. Stalin made the report on this subject. Lenin made a big 
speech during the debate (see Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. XX). Both he and 
Stalin sharply condemned the opportunist attempts of Pyatakoy. Pyatakov’s posi- 
tion, which would have condemned the revolution to isolation and defeat, was 
rejected by the Conference, which by an overwhelming majority adopted the 
resolution submitted by Stalin. p. 104 
The article “The October Revolution and the National Question” was referred 
to in the author’s preface to Stalin’s Collection of Articles on the national ques- 
tion issued by the People’s Commissariat of Nationalities in 1920 in the follow- 
ing way: 

“The article is a reflection of the period that followed the October Revolution, 
when the Soviet government, having overcome counter-revolution in Central Rus- 
sia, came into conflict with the bourgeois nationalist governments in the horder 
countries, which were hotbeds of counter-revolution, when the Entente, alarmed 
at the growing influence of the Soviet government in its (the Entente’s) colonies, 
began openly to support the bourgeois nationalist governments in order to stifle 
Soviet Russia, and when, in the course of the triumphant fight against the bour- 
geois nationalist governments, we were confronted with the practical problem of 
deciding on the concrete forms of regional Soviet autonomy, the organisation of 
autonomous Soviet republics in the border regions, the extension of the influence 
of the Soviet government to the oppressed countries of the East via the Eastern 
regions of Russia, and the creation of a united revolutionary front of the West 
and the East against world imperialism. The article notes the inseparable 
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connection between the national question and the question of powcr, and treats 
the national policy as part of the general problem of the oppressed peoples and 
colonies, i.e., that to which the ‘Austrian school’, the Mensheviks,, the reformists, 
and the Second International usually objected and which was subsequently con- 
firmed by the whole course of events”. p. 109 
The Central Rada in the Ukraine was organised at a congress of Ukrainian petty- 
bourgeois parties and nationalist organisations held in Kiev in April 1917. The 
Rada frequently came into sharp collision with the Provisional Government, which 
resorted to repressive measures in order to crush the national movements. After 
the October Revolution the Rada became the stronghold of “bourgeois counter- 
revolution clothed in a national- democratic form” (Stalin), In his report to the 
Third Congress of Soviets (January 1918), Stalin thus characterised the petty- 
bourgeois kulak “Socialists” who controlled the Rada (Vinnichenko and others) : 

“In words, in the edict, they declared themselves in favour of transferring all 
the land to the people, but: later they published an interpretation which limited 
this transfer, proclaiming that a certain part of the landed estates were inviolable 
and not subject to transfer to the people. “In words they proclaimed their loyalty 
to the Soviets, but in actual fact they waged bitter war on the Soviets, disarmed 
Soviet troops, arrested Soviet officials, and rendered the continued existence of 
the Soviets impossible. 

“In words, they proclaimed their fidelity to the revolution, but in actual fact 
they proved themselves to be malicious enemies of the revolution. They said they 
were neutral in the struggle against the Don, but in actual fact they rendered 
direct and open assistance to General Kaledin, helping him to shoot down. Soviet 
soldiers and preventing the transport of food to the North.” 

In February 1918, the Rada was overthrown by the insurgent Ukrainian 
workers and peasants, but was shortly restored by the Austro-German. troops 
when they invaded the Ukraine. In April 191 3% peace negotiations were to have 
taken place (in Kursk) between representatives of the Rada and a delegation of 
the Council of People’s Commissars headed by Stalin; however, the coup d'état 
of Hetman Skoropadsky put an end to the Central Rada once and for all before 
the negotiations could be held. p. 109 
The Rada in Byelorussia was a petty-bourgeois nalionalist organisation, formed 
at a congress of Byelorussian national organisations held in Minsk in July 1917. 
Controlled by chauvinist nationalists, the Rada after the October Revolution joined 
the enemies of the Soviet government, dissolved the local Soviets, proclaimed the 
“independence” of the Byelorussian People’s Republic and sent a letler of thanks 
to the German Emperor, Wilhelm II, for having sent German troops to occupy 
Byelorussia. On January 1, 1919, the Provisional Workers’ and Peasant’s Gov- 
ernment of Byelorussia outlawed the Rada and proclaimed Byelorussia a Soviet 
republic. p. 109 
The Sfatul Tsärii (Regional Council), the regional “parliament” organised in 
Kishinev (Bessarabia) by agents of the Rumanian general staff, lasted from 
November 1917 to November 1918 and consisted of appointed (not elected) 
representatives of the Moldavian “National Party,” and of several bogus organisa- 
tions boycotted by a number of districts and organisations. In March 1918, the 
Sfatul-Tsärii, although a considerable number even of its own members abstained 
from voting, passed an act making Bessarabia an autonomous part of Rumania, 
and in November 1918 the Rumanian army of occupation caused a vote to be 
passed in the Sfatul-Tsarii providing for the complete annexation of Bassarabia 
to Rumania without any rights of autonomy whatever. As we know, the annexa- 
tion of Bassarabia, then and subsequently, has evoked energetic resistance on the 
part of the population to the army of occupation. This resistance af times 
assumed the form of open revolts, which were savagely suppressed, p. 109 
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The Kurultai in the Crimea was convoked in December 10, 1917, in Bakhchisarai 
(it subsequently held its sessions in Simferopol). The majority of its members 
reflected the aspirations and sentiments of the Tatar petty bourgeoisie, who fol- 
lowed the Tatar nationalist “People’s Party.” The Kurultai set up a Crimean 
Tatar “National Government” (a “Directory”) headed by Chelebiyey and Saidamet 
and backed by armed troops (the “Squadron”) under the command of Russian 
counter-revolutionary officers. In January 1918, when the Kurultai endeavoured 
to oppose its armed forces to the Sevastopol Revolutionary Military Committee, it 


` was dispersed together with the “National Government,” although it re-emerged 


for a brief period during the German occupation of the Crimea. p. 109 
The Kurultat in Bashkiria was conyvoked in November 1917 in Orenburg. It was 
controlled by nationalist clements, headed by Zaki Validov, representing the 
interests of the bourgeois and kulak sections of the Bashkir population. The 
Kurultai set up a Bashkir government headed by Validoy, which carried on anti- 
Soviet activities and established contact with Generals Dutoy and Kolchak. How- 
ever, the imperialist character of the policy of Kolchak, who, incidentally, issued 
a decree abolishing the autonomy of Bashkiria, compelled Validov’s government in 
1919, under the pressure of the masses, to declare adherence to the Soviet govern- 
ment. When the Bashkir Soviet Republic was formed, the bourgeois nationalist 
elements, headed by Validov, soon raised the standard of revolt against the Soviet 
government, but did not mect with the support of the toiling masses of Bashkiria. 

, p. 109 
The Autonomous Government in Turkestan, headed by Tanyshvayev, Shagi- 
Akhmetoy and Chokayey, was formed in opposition to the Tashkent Council of 
People’s Commissars and what was called a Pan-Mussulman Congress conyened by 
bourgeois nationalist organisation in November 1917 in Kokand (hence the term 
“Kokand autonomy”). With the support of Russian Whiteguards, this government 
started civil war in Turkestan, but was overthrown in February 1918 by Tashkent 
and Samarkand Red Army divisions. p. 109 
“The Policy of the Soviet Government on the National Question in Russia” is 
referred to in the author’s preface to the Collection of Articles on the national 
question by Stalin issued by the People’s Commissariat of Nationalities in 1920 as 
follows : 

“This article deals with the present period of the still uncompleted adminisira- 
live reconstruction of Russia on the basis of regional autonomy and the orga- 
nisation in the border regions of administrative communes and autonomous Soviel 
republics as integral parts of the R. S. F. 5. R. The central theme of the article 
is the question of how to put Soviet autonomy into practice, in other words, how 
to bring about a revolutionary alliance between the centre and the border regions 
as a guarantee against intervention on the part of imperialism. It may appear 
strange that the article emphatically rejects the demand for the separation of the 


` border regions from Russia on the ground that it is a counter-revolutionary pro- 


posal. We are in favour of the separation of India, Arabia, Egypt, Morocco, and 
the other colonies from the Entente, for here separation implies the liberation of 
these oppressed countries from imperialism, thus undermining the position of 
imperialism and strengthening the position of revolution. We are against the 
separation of the border regions from Russia, since separation would here involve 
imperialist servitude for the border regions, thus undermining the revolutionary 
power of Russia and strengthening the position of imperialism. It is precisely for 
this reason that the Entente, while resisting the separation of India, Egypt, Arabia, 
and the other colonies, is working for the separation of the border regions from 
Russia. It is precisely for this reason that Communists, while working for the 
separation of the colonies from the Entente, cannot but resist the separation of 


‘the border regions from Russia. Obviously, the question of separalion must be 
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decided in accordance with the concrete international situation and the interests 
of the revolution.” i p. 115 
The reference is to certain articles by G. V. Chicherin, who at that timè was 
People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs, which appeared in the Pravda of March 
6, 7 and 9, 1921, Nos. 50, 51 and 52, entitled “Against the Theses of Comrade 
Stalin.” p. 131 
The Two-and-a-Half International—the international Association of Socialist 
Parties formed in Vienna in February 1921 by a number of parties (including the 
Russian Mensheviks) which had for the time being withdrawn from the “Second 
International during the rising tide of revolution. Among its leaders were F. 
Adler, O. Bauer aud L. Martov. The ainr of the Two-and-a-Half International was 
to counteract the growing influence of the Communist International among the 
working-class masses, who had turned away from the discredited Second Interna- 
tional. In 1923 the Two-and-a-Half International merged with the Second 
International. p. 133 
Dashnaks—the Dashnaklsutyun Party, an Armenian petty-bourgeois nationalist 
party formed in the beginning of the nineties. Its petty-bourgeois. position 
gradually evolved into downright nationalism and defence of the inteerests of the 
big bourgeoisie. During the years of reaction and war this party served as a mili- 
tant vanguard of the big :bourgeoisic and as a protector of the interests of tsarisin. 
In. 191&-20, as leaders of the bourgeois Republic of Armenia set up .by the Turkish 
military command, the Dashnaks made Armenia a stronghold of the Anglo- 
Frenth interventionists and the Russian White-guards in their war on the Soviel 
government and the Communist Party. Afler Armenia turned Soviet the leaders 
of this party went abroad, where they conducled a savage campaign against 
Soviet Armenia. p. 153 
Mussavatists—the Mussavat Party, formed in 1912 in Baku, a Turkic bourgeois 
“democratic” party, infected by Pan-Islamism and Pan-Turkism. In 1918 it was 
the main counter-revolutionary force in Azerbaidjan, organised a revolt against 
the Baku Commune, invited the help of the Turks, and later of the British, and 
waged a savage fight against the working-class and peasant movement. When 
Azerbaidjan became Soviet in 1920, this party lost its influence. . At the present 
time its followers are to be found only among the emigres abroad who are work- 
ing for intervention against the Soviet Union. p. 153 
The reference is to a statement made by Ordjonikidze at the Twelfth Party Con- 
gress to the effect that the Georgian “deviators” had issued a “monstrous” (as 
Stalin called it) bourgeois-nationalist decree ordering the frontiers of Georgia 
to be closed to famine refugees from the Northern Caucasus and the Volga Region 
and the establishment of cordons on the frontiers, whereby the Georgian deviators 
attempted to create an artificial barrier between Georgia and the other Soviel 
republics. p. 154 
The reference is to a commission headed by F. Dzerzhinsky and a commission 
headed by V. Kuibyshey (at the time Secretary of the Central Committee) which 
had been sent to Georgia in 1923 to investigate a number of questions connected 
with the disorganizing activities of a small group of Georgian leaders, the “devia- 
tors” (Mdivani, Tsintsadze and others) who had frequently violated decisions of 
the Central Committee of the Party. Most of them have since been exposed as 
enemies of the people. p. 155 
The quotation is taken from Lenin’s arlicle “On the Right of Nations to Self- 
Determination” (Collected Works, Vol. XVII). p. 159 
Both quotations are taken from Lenin’s theses “The Socialist Revolution and the 
Right of Nations to Self-Determination” (Collected Works, Vol. XIX). p. 161 
The quotation is from a letter written by Karl Marx to Frederick Engels, dated 
April 16, 1856. p. 162 
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For further details regarding the Kuomintang, see the exerpt “China” from 
Stalin’s speech at the Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and Central Control 
Commission on August 1, 1927. p. 180 
Compradores-intermediaries between foreign capital and the local market, com- 
prising a section of the native big trading bourgeoisie in the colonial and depen- 
dent countries. The compradore bourgeoisie in China exposed itself as an agent 
of foreign imperialism and a sworn enemy of the Chinese Revolution in 1925-27. 

p. 198 
The Plenum of the CC of the CPSU(B) which took place from 13th to 16th April, 
1927, is referred to here. The Plenum discussed a number of questions conuected 
with the Congress of Soviels of the U. S. S. R. and R. S. F. S. R. and decided the 
question of the dates for the convening of the 15th Congress of the CPSU(B). On 
13th April, J. V. Stalin spoke on the agenda of the day for the Plenum and in the 
discussion on the Report of M. I. Kalinin “Problems of the Congress of Soviets 
of U. S. S. R. and R. S. F.S. R” After discussing the Report of the Polit Bureau 
of the CC of the.CPSU (B) on the decisions adopted by them in connection with 
the international events—the events in China, etc.—the Plenum approved the policy 
of the Polit Bureau of the CC on the international question aud resolutely rejected 
the anti-Party platform of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Opposition. p. 201 
V. I. Lenin in his article and Letters from underground to the Central Committee 
and to the Bloshevik organisations put forward in September 1917 the slogan of 
“All power to the Soviets” as the immediate task for organisation of an armed 
uprising (cf. Collected Works, 3rd Russian edition, Vol. XXI pp. 137-148, and 
193-99). At the discussion of V. I. Lenin’s letter at the session of the Central 
Committee of the Party on 15th September, J. V. Stalin gave a resolute rebuff to 
the capitulator Kamenev, who demanded the cancellation of these documents, and 
proposed the circulation of letters of V. I. Lenin for discussion in the biggesi 
Party organisations. On 10th October 1917, with the participation of V. I. Lenin, 
J. V. Stalin, Y. M. Sverdlov, F. E. Dzherzhensky, M. S. Uritsky, the historic session 
of the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party was held at which a decision was 
adopted on the armed uprising about which V. I. Lenin had written (Cf. V. I. 
Lenin : Collected Works, Vol. XXI, 3rd Russian edition, p. 330). p. 218 


